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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Ir witt be seen from the Vacation notice, which we print 
elsewhere, that the Lord Chief Justice will be the Whitsun 
Vacation Judge. 


WE print elsewhere orders which have been made for the 
closing of the courts and offices of the Supreme Court (including 
the district registries), and of the county courts in England and 
Wales, on the 26th, 27th, and 28th June next in honour of the 
coronation of their Majesties. 








Ir 1s important to notice that the Court of Appeal in Re 
Kingdon Wilson (re elsewhere) have overruled the 
decision of the Divisional Oourt some twelve years ago in Re 
Lamb (37 W.R. 506, 23 Q. B. D. 5), and henceforth in making out 
bills of costs estate duty paid must not be included as part of 
the bill, but must be entered as a cash payment. The practical 
bearing of the matter in regard to taxation, and to the effect of 
taxation in reducing the bill by one-sixth, is obvious. The 
general rule as to payments which a solicitor can include in the 
bill was laid down by Lord Lanepatz in Re Remnant (11 Beav., 
p- 618) in the following terms: “ Those dh ag ap only which 
are made in pursuance of the professional duty undertaken by 
a solicitor, and which he is bound to F grows. or which are 
sanctioned as professional payments by the general and estab- 
lished custom and practice of the profession ought to be entered 
or allowed as professional disbursements in the bill of costs.” 
In Re — the Divisional Oourt (Porzock, B., and 
Manisty, J.) considered the application of this rule to probate 
duty, and after specifying various payments which were 
admittedly professional disbursements, such as court fees and 
counsel’s fees, decided that no distinction could be drawn 
between such payments and payment of probate duty. ‘‘It 
must,” said Pot1oox, B., ‘‘be a common practice for solicitors 
when instructed to take out probate to wt the probate duty, 
and, if so, such disbursement is done y, and is pro- 
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erly charged in a bill of costs.” On the other hand, legacy 
Baty i is not paid by the solicitor professionally, but ‘only on 
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express instructions and as 


ent, In principle estate duty is | whatever was intended, that case clearly decided that structural 


on the same footing as the former probate duty, but, as the | changes were not necessary, and it was @ direct authority in 
Court of Appeal have pointed out, the inclusion in| favour of providing electric lighting out of capital moneys, 
the bill of costs of large payments of this nature, which are | The result, having regard to modern requirements, was reason- 
not subject to alteration on taxation, materially affects the | able enough, but Buckuzy, J., has declined to follow it, and 
operation of the rule under which the incidence of the costs|inasmuch as his decision is supported by Re Gaskell’s Settled 


of taxation depends or whether one-sixth has or has not | Estates (supra), it may assum 
been taxed off. Upon the ground chiefly that under the rule | gone. 
in Re Lamb it is practically impossible, in a large number of 
cases, for a client to obtain the costs of taxation to which a bill 


that Re Freake’s Settlement ig 





T'aERE HAVE been several cases of late in which ladies have 


has been justly subjected, the Court of Appeal have held that| been charged with theft. In these cases the lady is generally 


Re Lamb ought to be overruled. 





THE coursE adopted by Riwtey, J., a few days ago at a trial at 
the Central Criminal Court seems scarcely to be in accordance with 


the ruling of the Judicial Committee in Reg. v. Bertrand (L. R. 1 


P.O. 520). It appears from a report in some of the newspapers 


that, after the first witness had been called and examined in 
chief, one of the jurors was, no doubt for sufficient reason, 
ordered to leave the box, and another juror having taken his 
place and having been sworn, the remaining eleven members of 
the original jury were re-sworn and the trial was started afresh. 
The report then states that the evidence of the witness, so far as 
it had gone, was read over by the judge by consent of all 
parties. This statement has been contradicted, and it is said 
that the learned judge did not read over the notes to the 
jury. But it is not said that the witness was examined over 
again. In Reg. v. Bertrand, upon a second trial of an indictment, 
each of the witnesses was placed in the box and was sworn in 
the usual manner. The judge then informed the witness that 
he intended to read over the notes which he (the judge) had 
taken of the evidence given by the witnesses at the former trial, 
and that if the witness wished to add anything to the evidence 
he had then given, or to alter or correct it in any way, he was 
at liberty todoso. The judge also informed the counsel for 
the prisoner and the counsel for the Crown that if either of 
them wished to ask the witness any questions he could do so. 
The Judicial Committee, assuming that what was done was done 
with the consent of both parties, were of opinion that the course 
— was open to grave objection, as it was calculated to 
hinder the py in understanding and rightly appreciating the 
evidence, of which the demeanour of the witnesses was a 
material part. 





TE Decision this week of Buoxtzy, J., in Re Clarke's Settle- 
ment (reported elsewhere) and the recent decision of Joyce, J., 
in Re Freake’s Settlement (60 W. R. 237 ; 1902, 1 Ch. 97) create a 
somewhat unsatisfactory state of affairs for a tenant for life 
who, in order to let a house, finds it necessary to instal electric 
lighting. His power to do this out of capital moneys arises, if 
at all, under section 13 (ii.) of the Settled Land Act, 1890, 
which includes among the improvements authorized by the Act 
of 1882 “making any additions to or alterations in buildings 
reasonably necessary to enable the same to be let.” In Re 
Gaskel's Settled Estates (42 W. R. 219; 1894, 1 Ch. 485) it was 
held by Onrry, J., that these words did not include the introduc- 
tion of a boiler and pipes for interior heating apparatus. This was 
no addition or alteration within the meaning of the.séction, and 
he observed that the court was bound to be on its guard against 
——- by tenants for life, who were naturally anxious that 

improvements should be paid for out of capital. It may be 
difficult to draw any distinction between the introduction of 
heating apparatus and the instalment of electric lighting, but in 
Re Freake’s Settlement (supra) Joyox, J., sanctioned the latter as 
an “addition” within the meaning of the section, upon the 
ground that a new system of lighting of some kind had to be 
provided, the existing system being obsolete. This case would 
seem to go the whole length of authorizing instalment of electric 
lighting wherever reasonably required, but it has been set aside, 
age | with the concurrence of Joycz, J., by Buoxuzy, 
J., io Clarke’s Settlement (supra). The latter judge 
has held that the section only authorizes additions or 
alterations which are of a structural nature, and that the 
instalment of electric lighting is not included. It is intimated 
that Re Freake's Settlement was confined to the particular case 


of good social position, and, in some instances, engaged in 
charitable work. She is proved beyond doubt to have stolen 
and concealed numerous articles exposed for sale in some leading 
shop or warehouse. The only evidence offered on her behalf is 
to shew that she has been suffering from ill-health and some 
trouble of mind which it is not suggested amounts to insanity, 
The conclusion of the case is generally that she is convicted, and 
the judge, after observing that the case is a very painful one, 
allows her to be set at liberty upon recognizances that she will 
attend for judgment if called upon. We have some difficulty in 
ascertaining the principle upon which judges proceed in these 
cases. One of the leading maxims of the jurisprudence of 
civilized countries is that the law is applied to all persons equally. 
Is there, then, some weakness of mind, distinct from insanity, 
which, even in the case of theft by persons belonging to the 
poorest classes, would warrant the judge in discharging them 
without punishment? Kleptomania (‘‘ kleptofiddlestick”’ is, we 
believe, the name given to it by some of the London shop- 
keepers) is defined by a recent writer on medical jurisprudence 
as “a propensity or impulse to steal on the part of persons 
usually of excellent moral character in other respects, whose 
social circumstances preclude the idea of want as a motive 
for the crime.” The writer adds that the defence of an 
alleged case of kleptomania ought to prove that the individual 
was incapable of appreciating the act of theft as a wrong 
one, otherwise the whole class of thieves might justly urge the 
plea of kleptomania as rendering them irresponsible for their 
crimes. e are afraid that there are very few cases where 
this condition could be fulfilled. Persons in easy circum- 
stances are often convicted of travelling in railway 
carriages with intent to avoid payment of their 
fare. The magistrate imposes the penalty and lectures the 
offender on the contemptible character of the offence. Any 
suggestion of an uncontrollable impulse to travel in the carriage 
without paying for a ticket would scarcely be listened to. The 
Probation of First Offenders Act, 1887, which permits the 
conditional release of first offenders in certain cases, does not 
seems to us to include cases of so-called “kleptomania.” But 
we think that a provision like that in section 1, sub-section 2, by 
which the court on releasing the offender may direct that he 
shall pay the costs of the prosecution, might with advantage be 
extended to these cases. 





WE Have more than once of late commented in these columns 
on the question whether justices are entitled to themselves start 
an opposition to the renewal of a licence at the annual general 
licensing meeting. This question has now been specifically 
raised and answered by a Divisional Court in the case of Rex 
v. Ihe Farnham Justices (ante, p. 486); so that there can in the 
future be no longer any doubt as to the law on the subject. 
The court has decided that, not only have the justices the right 
to themselves object to a renewal, but also, that those justices 
who have objected may themselves adjudicate upon the objection. 
This, then, is now the law, but we cannot admit that the decision 
is in the best interests of justice. The discretion placed in the 
hands of licensing justices is enormous. The injury which may 
be done by refusing to renew a licence may be most grievous. 
For both reasons, we submit, more than usual care should be 
taken that in using this great power ae ar impartiality should 
be shewn. The opinion of Hawxtns, J., in Reg. v. The Justices of 
Anglesea (593. P. 743) has been cited in these columns (supra p. 
405). We think it a great pity that the court could not adopt 
the views of that eminent judge. He says that to allow licencing 
justices to adjudicate upon objections made to themselves by them- 





and was not intedded to lay down any general principle. But 








selves would be to depart from one of the first principles of justice 
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—viz., that no man shall be a judge in his own cause. It is also 
regrettable that these tribunals are not always composed of men 
who bring unbiassed minds to the consideration of the questions 
before them. On the one side we have the law strictly 
forbidding all brewers and others interested in the liquor trade 
from acting as licensing justices. This is as it should be, On 
the other side, however, it is notorious that on some benches 
men sit who constantly express the most.violent hostility to this 
trade, and who, to judge from their acts and words, are incapable 
of considering licensing questions with that judicious impar- 
tiality which the Lord Chancellor defined in Sharpe v. Wakefield 
in the words quoted recently in these columns (ante, p. 444). 
We have, therefore, the justices who might be prejudiced on 
the one side excluded, while those who are avowedly preju- 
diced on the other side are allowed to act. As we have said 


before, it is clear that justices should only refuse a renewal on | po 


evidence given before them on oath. This also was the view 
apparently taken by the court in the recent case. But when we 
have justices collecting information and making all sorts of 
inquiries on their own account before adjudicating on a matter, 
what security is there that in refusing a renewal they only act 
on the sworn evidence? It is not possible to ascertain 
their real grounds, The refusing of an application for 
a new licence stands on entirely different grounds. There is no 
necessity for the justices to hear evidence on oath ; there is no 
risk of depriving a person of his property or his means of 
earning his livelihood; and the matter is one which comes 
before the justices as a new matter, the onus of supporting the 
application being on the party who makes it. On the other 
hand, when a person asks for a renewal, he is only asking the 
justices to affirm what they have already done in the past. In 
the past they have granted the licence; they have probably 
renewed it frequently, and by so doing they have admitted 
that it is proper for the person to have a licence, and have 
encouraged him to invest his money in the business. It is, we 
submit, a grave injustice to deprive such a person of his 
property, —— for good cause proved by the best evidence, 
and after an absolutely impartial and judicial inquiry. 





Ir wouLp certainly produce very extraordinary results if the 
order made by the county court exercising its bankruptcy 
jurisdiction in Re Richardson § Cook had not been eel on 
appeal by the Divisional Court. The very short but important 

int raised by the case was whether the county court had 
jurisdiction to grant a stay in an action brought by executors 
against the testator’s solicitors for an account of moneys and 
securities alleged to have been entrusted to the firm and to have 
been misappropriated. In acceding to an application to stay 
the action, in which the executors had already got judgment by 
default for an account, the county court judge proceeded on the 
assumption that sub-section 2 of section 10, taken with section 
100 of the Bankruptey Act, 1883, conferred upon it a jurisdic- 
tion (which, be it noted, not even any division of the High Court 

ossesses) to restrain proceedings in an action pending in the 
gh Court when the question which arises is one with which 
the Bankruptcy Court can deal. But, apart from the fact that 
sub-section 2 of section 10 gives the power to ‘‘ any court in which 
proceedings are pending against a debtor,” and, therefore, confers 
& discretionary power on the court which has seisin of the 
matter, and not the Court of Bankruptcy specially, it was 
decided as long ago as Re Reynolds (15 Q. B. D. 169) that the 
Court of Bankruptcy, whatever may have been its powers under 
the me Act of 1869, has no such power under the 
Act of 1883. It would certainly be strange if a county court 
exercising its bankruptcy jurisdiction could grant an injunction 
to restrain proceedings against a bankrupt in the High Oourt. 
In the particular case under notice it would bave prevented the 
executors from reaping the fruits of their action and obtaining 
the information necessary to enable them to recover the trust 
property from the debtors or other persons. As was pointed 
out in Re Smith (1893, 2 Ch. 1), it would be absurd to restrain 
Proceedings against debtors when in the result the debtors 
might become liable to be attached or committed under the 
Debtors Act. Moreover, the principle of Ex parte Coker (44 


L. J. Bank. 126) applied to the case under notico—namely, that 


which an order of di would not release the debtor from 
liability. But even assuming that there was jurisdiction, it is a 
discretionary power, and the Oourt of Bankruptcy will always 
refuse to take cognizance of matters, even though they arise in 
the bankruptcy, if another court which is more competent to 
deal with the matter already has seisin of it. Soin Sharp vy. 
Me Henry (52 L. T. N. 8. 747) the court dismissed an application 
to restrain a Chancery action on the ground that the matters 
were more proper to be investigated by the machinery of the 
Chancery Court. 





AnoTHER Pornt affecting the jurisdiction of the county court 
as a court of bankruptcy was disposed of by the Divisional 
Court on the same day. It will be remembered that by section 
100 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the county court has all the 
wers and jurisdiction of the High Court. But by section 102 
subsection (1) the powers conferred on the Bankruptcy Oourt to 
determine all questions of law or fact which arise in any cage 
of bankruptcy is limited, in the case of the county court, to 
claims arising out of the bankruptcy, which might have been 
enforced by action in the High Court, not exceeding in value 
£200. In Re Billing a summary order for administration 
‘had been made, under section 121, upon the report of the 
official receiver that the estate of the debtor was not likely 
to exceed £300. Subsequently the official receiver discovered 
that an auctioneer employed by the debtor had, under 
the authority of the debtor, which was said to have been 
subsequently revoked before payment, paid away a sum of 
between £300 and £400 to the debtor’s bankers. A motion 
was thereupon brought against the auctioneer, and the objec- 
tion was at once taken on the hearing that the claim was 
over the £200 limit imposed by section 102, and also that it 
did not arise out of the bankruptcy. The county court judge 
allowed the objection, and the trustee appealed on grounds 
which were certainly very ingenious, but which, if they had 
prevailed with the court, would have certainly nullified the limit 
imposed by section 102, It was said that, once an order is made 
one section 121 for summary administration, by virtue of rule 
273 of the Bankruptcy Rules all questions of law and fact are 
to be determined by the court without a jury, and that once the 
court has jurisdiction by virtue of the summary order, the £200 
limit imposed by section 102 is no longer applicable. The 
practical result of such an argument would be in effect to swee 

away entirely the limit expressly imposed by section 102, an 

however large might be the sum in question involved, would 
deprive the parties of their common law right to have the 
question submitted toa jury. The court fortunately refused to 
accede to the argument and dismissed the appeal. 





Unper section 22 (2) of the Settled Land Act, 1882, invest- 
ments of capital money arising under the Act are to be made by 
the trustee “according to the direction of the tenant for life.” 
This would seem to imply that after the tenant for life has given 
his direction the machinery of making the investment depends 
on the trustees, and in particular they would select the broker 
through whom the investment is to be made. In practice, 
however, the tenant for life will usually have been in consulta- 
tion with a broker as to the investments, and it is natural that 
that broker should be employed. In Re Duke of Cleveland's 
Settled Estates (Times, 15th inst.) the tenant for life claimed 
that he was entitled as a matter of right to employ his 
own brokers. He had in fact consulted them with reference 
to the investment of some £205,000 of capital money, 
and under their advice had selected certain investments 
for the purchase of which he proposed to enter into con- 
tracts with them. But however natural such a course may be, 
it overlooks the fact that the trustees are the persons who 
have to make the epee ge > it is they, accordingly, who 
choose the brokers and other ons whose assistance is 
necessary. This view is assisted by the circumstance that the 
trustees, as was held by Cozens-Harpy, J., in Re Hotham (50 
W. R. 150; 1901, 2 Oh. 790) ought not to be satisfied with 
simply carrying out the directions of the tenant for life. 
It is their duty to satisfy themselves that the proposed 





the power to restrain proceedings cannot apply to a case in 


investment _ a proper one, and it is only _when_ they 
are satisfied on this point that the direction of the 
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tenant for life becomes mandatory. If this is correct, 
it goes far to shew that the tenant for life is only 
entitled to point out the particular investment, and that all the 
machinery of ascertaining the propriety of the investment, and 
of actually making it, is with the trustees. It must be 
remembered, however, that Re Hotham is not altogether in 
accord with Re Lord Coleridge's Settlement (44 W. R. 59; 1895, 
2 Ch. 704), where it was held that the selection of the tenant 
for life was not subject to the control of the trustees, so long as 
he exercised a real and honest discretion. But whatever may 
be the correct view of the extent to which the trustees are 
bound by the tenant for life’s direction, it is for them to make 
the investment, and they are entitled, as Joyoz, J., in the 
present case has held, to choose their own broker. 





Tue Decision in Lumley v. Gye (2 E. & B. 216) and subse- 
quent authorities have made it familiar law that it is in general 
an actionable wrong in ©. to procure A. to break a contract 
which he has made with B., and B. accordingly has his remedy 
in damages against C. But it has usually been recognized that 
the rule is not universal and that in some cases such inter- 
ference with a contract by a stranger may be justifiable, but 
what those cases are has not been clearly defined. In Read vy. 
Stonemasons’ Friendly Society (Times, 5th inst.), the defendants 
were a trade society which included a firm—Messrs. Wiae & 
Wricrt—and their workmen. The rules of the society, to 
which the firm had agreed, forbade that boys over sixteen 
years of age should, with certain exceptions, be taken as appren- 
tices, Nevertheless the firm, by deed of apprenticeship dated 
Ist of June, 1900, agreed to take the plaintiff, who was twenty- 
five years of age, as an apprentice and to teach him the trade. In 
the following August the society took steps which caused the 
firm to decline to employ the plaintiff as a stonemason, but he 
continued to do labourer’s work. The plaintiff brought an 
action against the society for procuring the breach of contract, 
and the defence was that they had themselves a contract with 
the firm which was inconsistent with the plaintiff’s contract. 
The county court judge allowed the defence, but the Divisional 
Court have held that the interference was not justified. 
Daruine and Cuannett, JJ., seem to have doubted whether 
there was any real contract between the firm and the society, 
though if there had been it would have constituted a prior 
right in the defendants which would have justified their inter- 
ference. Lord Atvenstone, C.J., looked rather at the effect of 
the plaintiff’s contract on the other workmen, and since there 
was no evidence that it would injure them, he held that they 
had no excuse for procuring its breach. In the result it seems 
to be left doubtful what interest in a third party will justify 
him in procuring a breach of contract; though it may be 
surmised that a plea of justification must in any case be difficult 
to support. Jrimd facie the interference is wrongful and 
actionable, 








THE NEGOTIABILITY OF BEARER BONDS. 


In his very interesting judgment in Zdelstein v. Schuler (reported 
elsewhere) Mr. Justice Bicuam has indorsed the view as to the 
negotiability of securities to bearer taken by Kznyzpy, J., in 
Bechuanaland Exploration Co. v. London Trading Bank (1898, 2 
Q. B. 658), and has adopted the liberal construction applied to 
the law merchant in Goodwin v. Robarts (L. R. 10 Ex. 387). In 
the earlier case of Crouch v. Credit Foncier (L. RB. 8 Q. B. 374) 
the Court of Queen’s Bench distinguished Gorgier v. Mieville (3 
B. & C. 45), where Prussian bonds were held to be negotiable, 
on the ground that the bonds were foreign, and hence 
might have incidents attached to them by mercantile e 
which could not now be attached to English me 
“We have no intention,” said Bracxsury, J., in delivering 
the —— of the court in Crouch v. Credit Foncier, ‘‘ to throw 
the least doubt on this decision [/.c., on Gorgier v. Mieville], 
but we do not think it applicable to an Eoglish instrument made 
in England . . . We confine our judgment to the case before 
us, which is that of an lish instrument made by an English 
company in England.” The instrument in question was a 
debenture payable to bearer, and the Queen’s Bench held that to 


such an instrument of recent introduction the quality of negotig. 
bility could not be made incident by mercantile custom, 
‘“‘ Where the incident,” continued the learned judge, “ is of such 
a nature that the parties are not themselves competent to 
introduce it by express stipulation, no such incident can be 
annexed by the tacit stipulation arising from usage. It may be 
so annexed by the ancient law merchant, which forms part of 
the law, and of which the courts take notice. Nor, if the 
ancient daw merchant annexes the incident, can auy modern 
usage take it away.” 

This doctrine, which deprived the law merchant of all vitality 
—which deprived it of the power of expansion which, since it is 
really but a part of the common law, might have been supposed 
to be inherent in it—was decisively set aside by Cocxsurn, O.J,, 
in Goodwin v. Robarts (supra). ‘‘ Usage,” he said, “ adopted by 
the courts having been the origin of the so-called law merchant 
as to negotiable securities, what is there to prevent our acti 
upon the principle acted upon by our predecessors, and follow 
in the precedents they have left tous? Why is it to be said 
that a new usage which has spruog up under altered circum- 
stances is to be less admissible than the usages of past times? 
The usage of the money market has solved the question 
whether scrip should be considered security for, and the 
representative of, money by treating it as such.” But this 
declaration in favour of the possibility of expanding the law 
merchant by allowing evidence of new mercantile usages has 
not been received without question, and it has been doubtful 
how far Goodwin v. Robarts is to be taken to have overruled 
Crouch v. Credit Foncier ; and rie prom until the matter has 
been before an appellate tribunal the doubt must theoretically 
remain. Practically, however, it may be said to be removed 
by the decision of Kunnzvy, J., mentioned above, and by the 
decision of Bienam, J., in the present case. 

In Bechuanaland Exploration Co. v. London Trading Bank the 
securities in question were debentures to bearer issued by an 
English company in England, and it was held, in accord- 
ance with the principle enunciated by Cocxsury, O.J., in Goodwin 
v. Robarts, that evidence could be received that they were 
negotiable according to mercantile usage. The evidence was 
sufficient, and their negotiability was held to be established. 
In Edelstein v. Schuler several different classes of bearer bonds 
had to be dealt with, all except one being bonds of foreiga 
corporations, so that, as regards these, negotiability could have 
been admitted without touching the point ia dispute; if, at 
least, the distinction set up in Crouch vy. Credit Foncier (supra) 
between English and foreign securities can be regarded as sound. 
Some of the bonds, however, were those of the Bechuanalaad 
Railway Oo., which is an English company registered under the 
Companies Acts, and the decision, therefore, covers the 

int under consideration. it is interesting to note that 

IGHAM, J., adopted and developed the view taken by Cocksuny, 
C.J., and he pointed out that under modern conditions of 
business a shorter time than formerly will suffice to establish a 
new mercantile usage. ‘‘ It is true,” he said, “that in deter- 
mining whether a usage has become so well established as to be 
binding on the courts of law the length of time during which the 
usage has existed is an important circumstance to take into con- 
sideration; but it is to be remembered that in these days usage 
is established much more quickly than it was in days gone by; 
more depends on the number of transactions which help to create 
it than on the time over which the transactions are spread ; and 
it is probably no exaggeration to say that nowadays there are 
more business transactions in an hour than there were ina 
week a century ago.” 

Consequently the learned judge held that the comparatively 
recent origin of this class of securities created no difficulty in the 
way of holding that they were negotiable by virtue of the law 
merchant. ‘They are,” he said, ‘‘dealt in as negotiable 
instruments in every minute of a working day, and to the extent 
of many thousands of pounds.” It is to be remembered, he 
further observed, that, as laid down in Goodwin v. Robarts, the 
law merchant is not fixed and stereotyped ; has not been arrested 
in its growth by being mouldedintoa code ; butis capable of being 
expanded and enlarged so as to meet the wants and requirements 
of trade in the ~aeing circumstances of commerce. And Mr. 

a 





Justice Biauam tre the matter as regards bearer bonds as 
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ing now so clear that evidence of usage is superfluous. 
po! inion the time has passed when the negotiability of 
hearer bonds, whether Government bonds or trading bonds, 
foreign or English, can be called in question in our courts. 
The existence of the usage has been so often proved and its 
convenience is so obvious that it must be taken now to be part 
of the law ; the very expression ‘ bearer bond’ connotes the idea 
of negotiability, so that the moment such bonds are issued to 
the public they rank themselves among the class of negotiable 
gourities.” And he concluded this part of his judgment by 
expressing his complete concurrence with the decision of 
Kewvevy, J., in Bechuanaland Exploration Co. v. London Trading 
Bonk (supra), though for his own part he went a step further and 
held that the courts ought now to take judicial notice of the 
negotiability of bearer bonds. 

But there was a second point raised in the case, and had its 
validity been allowed it would have gone far to destroy the 
advantages of negotiability. The plaintiff, who had been the 
owner of the bonds in question, kept them in a safe in his office, 
from which they were stolen byaclerk. The clerk employed 
acountry broker to dispose of them, and the latter sold them 
through the defendants, who are London stockbrokers. In the 
ordinary course the sale was to jobbers, who paid the purchase- 
money and received the bonds. The purchase-money went from 
the London brokers through the country broker to the clerk. 
Out of the various persons concerned the plaintiff chose to sue 
the London brokers, and assuming that the bonds were nego- 
tiable so as to pass by delivery to a person who took bond fide 
and for value, he argued that the brokers did not take for value 
and so were not protected. The jobbers, of course, who 
actually paid for the bonds were holders for value, but the 
brokers had done no more than receive the money and transmit 
it to their principal. 

It is obvious that if such an argument were to prevail, it 
would make it very hazardous for any persons who are mere 
which is allowed in the interest of commerce would with- 
intermediaries to touch negotiable instruments. Negotiability 
draw its protection in a large class of cases where the protection 
is particularly wanted. But valuable consideration does not 
necessarily consist of money, and Bicuam, J., answered the 
argument by pointing out that by selling the bonds to the 
jobbers the brokers had come under an obligation to deliver 
them, and the undertaking of this liability at the request of 


“Tn 


- the country broker was a sufficient consideration to make them 


holders for value of the bonds when ae delivered to 
them, Or the case, the learned judge held, might be based 
On a money consideration. The country broker would, in the 
ordinary course of business, look to the London brokers, and 
not to the jobbers, for payment of the purchase-money, and the 
bonds, although not delivered to the brokers as ordinary pur- 
chasers, were nevertheless delivered on the footing of the brokers 
undertaking to pay over the proceeds of sale. Moreover, 
Bicuam, J., intimated that though ordinarily an intermediary, 


. who without lawful authority interferes with the property and 


possession of the true owner, is liable for a conversion, yet this 
principle could hardly be extended to a case where the inter- 
mediary was in good faith delivering bonds to a person whose 
title became thereupon a good one. “There appears to me,” 
said the learned judge, ‘‘to be an essential difference between 
meddling with goods with the intention of transferring a title 
which will be bad as against the true owner, and the case of 
assisting in perfecting a title which will be good as against the 
true owner.” However, the suggested distinction remains a 
matter of speculation. The case was decided in favour of the 
defendants on the ground that they took the bonds for value. 
as regards the doctrine of negotiability, and as regards its 
Practical application, the decision is one of great importance. 








Tn the course of a speech at the annual dinner of the Associations of 
Bankers, on Wednesday, the Lord Chancellor said that after an experience 
of more than Atty ears he did not think he ever drew a cheque in his 
life below £2, be would say more, for, though a lawyer, he had not 
bot n - “~~ _— o yy 80 onel cnemet, ¢ gle nad Pest 

er the ression ey co not. y. P. 
subsequently oe that he assumed that the Lord Chancellor had 
never received a cheque below £2, and that caused him to set a higher 
Value than ever on legal experience. 


REVIEWS. 
“ SETON,” 


Forms oF JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS IN THE HicH CovrtT or 
JUSTICE AND COURT OF APPEAL, HAVING ESPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
THE CHANCERY DIvIsionN. WiTH Practica Notes. By the 
late Hon. Sir H. W. SETon, Sometime one of the Judges of 
the Supreme Court of Calcutta. THe SrxtH Eprrion. By 
Czom C. M. Datz, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, W. Trvpau Kina, 
Esq., one of the Registrars of the Supreme Court of Judicature, 
and W. O. GoxpscHMIpT, Esq., of the Chancery Registrars’ 
Office. In THREE VoLs. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


In the preparation of the new edition of this important werk Mr. 
Registrar King and Mr. Goldschmidt take the place of Mr. Registrar 
Clowes, but the work still retains the benefit of Mr. Dale’s experience 
as one of the editors of the last edition; and he remains mainly 
responsible for the revision and preparation of the notes. We are 
glad that there has been a change in the mode of publication of the 
work. On previous occasions the volumes have been brought out at 
intervals—in the case of the last edition we believe that over a year 
elapsed between the publication of vols. 1 and 2. We have now, we 
think for the first time in the history of the book, an issue of the 
three volumes of the complete work, with a general index covering 
all the volumes and extending over nearly five hundred pages. The 
structure of this index leaves little room for complaint ; but it would 
have been a convenience to the reader if the number of the last page 
in vols. 1 and 2 had been given in each opening of the index. 

One does not expect or desire any change in the general arrange- 
ment of Seton, with which by this time most practitioners have 
become acquainted; but we note considerable alterations in the 
forms and notes under some of the headings. For instance, in 
Chapter 41 the general head of ‘‘ Trustees”’ has been considerably 
added to and changed, both as regards the forms and the notese. 
There are now forms of orders for appointment of a judicial trustee 
under the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, and anci forms relative 
thereto, and in a note the provisions of the Act and the rules made 
uoder it are set forth. In Vol. IIL., in the sections of the head of 
‘“* Mortgages” relative to m by companies and equitable 
mortgages, the forms of orders have been.considerably altered ; this 
head of “‘ Mortgages” being, as it seems to us, one of the most 
carefully elaborated portions of the book. And of course under the 
head of ‘‘Companies” there are numerous and important changes 
both in forms and notes. 

The notes which we have examined we have found accurate and 
tersely expressed, and the decisions up to last autumn are care- 
fully collected. We are glad to observe that references to all the 
series of reports are now given. The notes on points of practice are 
frequently very useful. 

We think we may -— os the present edition is a distinct 
improvement on its p or, and that it will keep up the 
reputation of Seton, 





INTERPLEADER, 


THE Law oF INTERPLEADER AS ADMINISTERED BY THE ENGLISH, 
IrnisH, AMERICAN, CANADIAN, AND AUSTRALIAN CouRTs. WITH 
AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES. By RopERICK JAMES MACLENNAN, 
Barrister-at-Law, Toronto. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
Interpleader is so essentially a matter of procedure that a book 

dealing with the system in different countries does not at 

first sight promise to be of any great service to the ew 

lawyer. In this country the matter now depends on R. 8. ©. ord. 57, 

a circumstance which was emphasized by A. L. Smith, L J., in Ex 

parte Mersey Docks and Harbour Board (47 W. R. 306 ; 1899, 1 Q. B., 

p. 551), and for ordinary cases the practice books and the authorities 

to which they refer suffice. Where, however, it is necessary to go 

beyond these and to inquire into the —- of the subject, 

Mr. Maclennan’s book will be found a storehouse of the 

decisions, English and American, and useful information also is 

given as tothe growth of the procedure by interpleader here and in 
other countries. To a largeextent the procedure in America and the 

Colonies ap to rest on the English Interpleader Act of 1831. 

‘“‘The Act,” says Mr. Maclennan in his preface, ‘ followed equitable 

interpleader over the Channel into Ireland, across the Atlantic to the 

United States, Canada, Newfoundland, and the Bermudas; around 

the Cape to India, and on to Australia, New Zealand, and the 

Hawaiian Islands, while something like it is found in Japan.” 

The passage is indicative of the scope of a work which the author— 

again to quote him—‘‘ hopes may be of some use in all courts where 


English-speaking judges preside.” 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 





The South African Law Journal. By W. H. 8. Brtt, Solicitor. 
February, 1902. Witherby & Oo. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
ENCROACHMENTS ON THE RIGHTS OF THE PROFESSION, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—A firm of auctioneers recently submitted to me for approval 
on behalf of my client ‘“‘an agreement” for a seven years’ lease. 


This agreement contained in /uil all the covenants, &., that could 
aa be inserted in the lease itself. My curiosity was aroused. I 
inquired the name of the lessor’s solicitors, and the reason why they 
did not submit the draft of the lease, without this, to me, unnecessary 


preliminary, yet full-blooded, agreement. 
They replied that they hong 


the purpose. shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justi 
I thereupon suggested whether or no this document was “an | Buckley. SCHEDULE 
ent” simply to keep themselves within the statute, and afford J : 4 
em a plausible reason for charging fora document which, on the Mr. Justice Kekewich (1902—M.—No. 1,210). 


face of it, they had no right tocharge. They admitted this was so. 
The matter was not completed. ATTORNEY. 
London, E.C., May 9. 





THE PACE OF THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—Much has been written, and more said, about the dela 


in the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice, and much is now 
thought of records. We think the following shews that in certain 
cases delays are not so eerious as are generally supposed, and we think 
a record has possibly been achieved. 
We issued a writ for the cancellation of a deed on the 8th of April 
last ; statement of cleim was delivered on the 17th of April; defence 
was delivered on the 220d of — and reply delivered on the 24th 
of April. The action was set down in the witness list on the same 
day end was duly heard in the ordinary course by Mr. Justice 
Swinfen-Eady on the 12th inst., when, after taking oral evidence, the 
judge delivered final judgment whereby the deed was set aside. 
t is to say, thirty-four days only elapsed between the issue of 

the writ and final judgment, after trial with witnesses. 


Crossz & Sons, 
7, Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C., May 14. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
CORONATION OF THEIR MAJESTIES. 
ORDER oF CouRT. 


The courts and offices of the Supreme Court, including the District 
Registries, shall be closed on the 26th, 27th, and 28th of June next. 
By Order of the Lord Chancellor and the 

Rule Committee of the Supreme Court. 


County Court ORDER. 


The courts and offices of the county courts in England and Wales 
shall be closed on the 26th, 27th, and 28th of June next. 


By Order of the Lord Chancellor. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Wuursun Vacation, 1902. 
Notice. 


There will be no sittir g in court during the Whitsun Vacation. 

During Whiteun Va-ation, all applications “‘which may require to be 
par sage or promptly heard,’”’ are to be made to the Lord Chief 
u E 
The Lord Ohief Justice will act as Vacation Judge from Saturday, the 

17th of May, to Monday, the 26th of May, both days inclusive. 
His lordship will sit in ’s Bench Judges’ Chambers at 10.30 on 
Friday, the 23rd of May. On days within the above period, applica- 
tions in urgent matters may be madeto his lordship by post or, if necessary, 


y- 
In the case of applications to the judge by post the brief of counsel 
should be sent addressed to the judge by book-post or aged “nang 
nied by office copies of the vite in support of the application, 
and a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, da ge by counsel, of 
the order he may consider the applicant entitled to, also an envelope 
capable of receiving the a addressed as follows: ** Official 
Lotter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Ohambers, 


¢ it would not be necessary to grant 
the actual lease at all, as their form of agreement always answered 


TRANSFERS OF ACTION. 
Orpers ur Court. ’ 


Thursday, the 8th day of May, 1gp 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord h Chancellor of ¢ 


Britian, do hereby o that the action mentioned in the Schedule 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr, 
Buckley. 

SCHEDULE. 


Mr. Justice Joyce (1902—G.—No. 547). 


In the Matter of George Farmer & Oo. (Limited) Florence Hligahs: 
Farmer v. George Farmer & Oo. (Limited). Hatssvry, 6, 


Friday, the 9th day of May, 19m, 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chanceller of Gry 


Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hen, 


In the Matter of The Mall 


Edward Harry 
v. The Mall Trust (Limited) 


Hascall 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


GATES v, R. BILL & SON. No. 1. 8th May. 


Merrorotis—Hackngey Oarrrace—Neeuicence or Driver or Qu- 
Liasiurry or Proprietor — Licence ror Cas Nor in Naw @ 
Dezrenpant—Lonvon Hacknzgy Oarriaces Act, 1843 


Application by the defendant, Mrs. Rebecca Bill, for judgment 
or a new trial in = tried before > Je, —_ ae 
The action was. brought to recover damages for perso ‘aris 
caused by a@ collision between the plaintiff’s carriage and a hanson 
cab bel to the defendants. An appearance to the action 
was entered by Rebecca Bill “‘trading and sued as R. Bill & 8, 
defendant in this action.” al as oer which ~ + a 
hackney carriage within the metro ict, was own: y 
Son, and it was ee ot Ole a> o Hosnsedl delves Sor a SE 
day, the driver retaining for himself any money received beyond 
the fixed sum. The licence for the cab was taken out at Scotland Yardin 
the name of Harry Bill, the son of Rebecca Bill. The accident was caus 
by the negligence of the driver of the cab. The j _ found that Rebeca 
Bill was in partnership with her son, Harry Bill, and they found a venti 
for the plaintiff for £55 8. Ridley, J., entered judgment for th 
plaintiff for this amount. The defendant, Rebecca Bill, appealed, co 
tending that the proprietor of the cab in whose nams the licence wu 
taken out was alone oe Bang 4 the London Hackney Carriages Ad, 
for the negligence iver. 
. Romer and Marzew, Li) 


Tue Oovrt (VavcHan WIU11Ams, : 
dismissed the application, holding that Rebecca Bill was a “‘ proprietor 


ti 

of the cab wi the ing of the Act, and that she, as peo 
though the licence ae ait aes out in her name, was liable for th 
negligence of the driver, and that the decisions in Venables v. Smith (6 
W.R. 584, 2Q. B. D. 279), King v. London Improved Cab Co. (37 W.R 
737, 23 Q. B. D. 281), and Keen v. Henry (42 W. RB. 214; 1894,1Q B. 2) 

lied.—CounseL, Horace Avory, K.O,, and Moresby ; Hammond Chambm, 
Po. , and Woodfin. Sorscrrors, C. 7. Phillips ; 8. £. Lambert. 
[Reported by W. F. Bansy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re 1. ©. JOHNSON & CO. (LIM.). No.2. 30th April; 3rd and 5th May, 


Pracrice—ComPany—DsBENTURES—REGISTRATION—EXTENSION oF TH— 
Form or Oxper—Savinc or Prion Riguts—Oomranies Act, 1900 (8 
& 64 Vicr. c. 48), ss. 14, 15. 


This was an appeal trom orders made by Kekewich, J., and Joyos, J. 
In 1899 the above company passed a resolution to issue debentures. 
debentures were secured by a debenture trust deed which was executed ia 
1900. By the conditions of the debentures the company charged all it 
ree present and future, including uncalled capital for the tim 
a@ series 


Trust (Limited). 








as a floating charge ; and the debentures were stated to be partol 

all of which were to rank pari pasew. A large number of 
debentures were issued before the let of January, 1901, when te 
Co; 3 Act, 1900, came into m. Since that date 327 mom 
debentures of the same series had been issued. By accident thew 
debentures were not registered under section 14 of the Act, The company 
and the holders of the 327 debentures, whosg names and addresses wert 
ven in a schedule to the notice of motion, applied under section 15 of 
Act for an extension of time for . wich, J., made the 
order, but following Re Joplin Brewery Co. (Limited) (5 W. BR. 75) 
inserted the words ‘‘but this order is to be without pote to the 
rights of parties acquired prior to the time when such de tures shall be 
actually ’ He refused to qualify the words by a statement that 





Courts of Justice, London, W.0.”’ were not to affect the rights of holders inter se. Joyos, Jy 
Ko lications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the peed uently extended the time further to allow of an appeal, a 
writ, a certificate of writ iesued, must also be sent. the in the same terms. The company appealed. 
Zoo gape cant to the judge will be returned to the . Tux Covur (Coutaxs, M.B., and Srimuixa and Cozens-Haxvy, LJd,) 
The of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on application at the etpoel Be een 
Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. Ooriins, M.R.—It is not disputed that the judge has properly exercised 
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Bucxtey, J., said that the question to be determined was what was the 
meaning of the word ‘“‘ addition” in thesection. If the word was allowed 
to have its widest meanmg it would include venetian blinds, sun blinds 
affixed to the exterior of the house, furniture bought and placed in the 
house; even a park might be said to be added to the buildings. He con- 
sidered that the word as used in the section could not be understood in such 
a wide eense, and that some limitation must be placed upon its meaning 
The key to such limitation was to be found in the word “ alterations,’”’ 
which immediately followed the word ‘‘ additions.”” Now, “ alterations,” 
necessarily, must be structural alterations, and he thought that ‘‘ additions ’’ 
must also mean structural additions. The question had been considered by 
Chitty, J., in Re Gaskell’s Settled Estate (1894, 1 Oh. 485), where the provision 
of-a heating apparatus and pipes was held not to be an “‘ addition ’”’ within 
the sub-section. He read the decision as laying down the principle that 
*‘ additions ’”’ meant structural additions. As to Re Freake's Settlement, he was 
authorized by Joyce, J., to say that that decision was not meant to lay down 
any principle, but was merely a decision on the facts before him, Even if 
Re Freake’ s Settlement did lay down a principle, it wasin conflict with that con- 
tained in Re Gaskell’s Settled Fstate, and he felt himself at liberty to follow the 
decision of Chitty, J. An electric lighting installation was not a structural 
addition, and could not, therefore, be paid for out of capital money.— 
Counset, W. A. Peck (Birrell, K.C., with him); 7. H. Robertson. Soxtct- 
tors, Frere, Cholmeley, § Co. 


[Reported by H, L. Onmistoy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
BARRY v, BARRY. Barnes, J. 12th May. 
Practice — Restitution or Consvucat Ricuts. 


This was an appeal from the registrar refusing leave to file a petition 
for restitution of conjugal rights on the ground that no sufficient demand 
to return to cohabitation been made. It appeared that the respondent 
was in business, and it was understood that he had offices in London. 
Rule 175 of the Rules and Regulations made under the several Matrimonial 
Causes Acts requires that the affidavit which is filed with the petition 
** shall further state sufficient facts to satisfy one of the registrars that a 
written demand for cohabitaticn and restitution of conjugal rights has 
been made by the petitioner upon the party to be cited.’”? In accordance 
with this rule a letter had been written and posted ; but the registrar took the 
view that the letter not being a saghtenel letter was insufficient. Taylor 
in his work on Evidence, vol. 1, p. 155 (9th ed.), however, expressly says 
‘*if a letter properly directed is proved to have been either put into the 
[we ee or delivered to the postman, it is presumed to have reached its 

estination at the regular time and to have been received by the person to 
whom it was alddressed.” 

Barnes, J., in giving judgment, said he thought the view taken by the 

ar was right. Here was a case of a man who might bea commercial 
traveller, and such a business might take him to other countries and might 
necessitate his being absent from his office for months. The posting of 
the letter was only primé facie evidence that he had received it, but no 
more. In this instance, however, if an affidavit was filed with supple- 
mentary evidence shewing that the husband was at his office, he thought 
_— it would be sufficient.—Counsex, Barnard. Sou.tcrrors, F A, K. 

Ce. 

” [Reported by Gwynxe Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
EDELSTEIN ». SCHULER & CO. Com. Court. 9th May. 


Necormaste Instrument—Sro.en ‘‘ Bearer ponps’’—Bonps CoMMERCIALLY 
TREATED As Necot1anLe—Law Mrercuant —Houper ror VALUE—BRoKER 
Svzep nv Trover. 


The plaintiff’s claim was for damages for conversion of bonds and other 
securities, the property of the plaintiff. The facts were as follow: 
Certain bearer bonds of the De Beers Mining Co., the Denver Railway 
Co., the Mexican Railway Co., the Union Pacific Railway Co.— being 
bonds of foreign corporations—and of the Bechuanaland Railway Oo.— 
an English company registered under the Companies Acts, were stolen by one 
of the plaintiff’s clerks. A broker on the Bradford Stock Exchange was 
employed by the clerk to sell the bonds, who in the ordinary course of 
business sold them through the defendants, who were stockbrokers on the 
London Stock Exchange. When the bonds were sold to jobbers, the bonds 
were sent to the defendants, who delivered them to and received the 
money from the jobbers. This amount, either in cash or in account 
current, was forwarded to the Bradford broker, who in his turn 
paid the clerk. The defendants had no notice of defect in the 
vendor’s title, and acd with Jona fides. It was proved in evidence 
that all these bonds were accustomed to pass from hand to hand among 
the people who dealt in them, and were treated as negotiable in the 
same way as bonds of foreign governments. It was argued for the 
plaintiff (1) that though these bonds were commercially treated as 
negotiable, they were not in law negotiable; that negotiability was con- 
ferred by the law merchant, and that as these bonds were of such recent 
creation the law merchant could not apply; (2) that even if the bonds 
were lawfully negotiable the defendants never were holders for value; 


that having handled the bonds with the intention of vesting the property 


= in the jobbers who bought them, the defendants were liable 
n er. 


stockbrokers, and others whose business was to deal in such securitieg 
treated, rightly or wrongly, as negotiable and as passing from hand to 

by mere delivery. It was true that — ility could only be 
attached to a contract by the law merchant or by a statute, and though 
the length of time during which the usage had existed was an important 
circumstance in determini whether a usage had become so wel] 
established as to be bin on the courts of law, the com. 
paratively recent origin of this class of securities created no difficulty 
in the way of holding that they were negotiable by the law merchant, 
sincein these days u was established much more quickly than in days 
gone by. More depended on the number of the transactions which helped 
to create the usage than on the time over which the transactions were 
epread; and these bonds were dealt in as negotiable instruments every 
day and tothe extent of many thousands of pounds. The law merchant 
was not fixed or arrested in growth (Goodwin v. Roberts, L. R. 10 Ex., p, 
346), but was capable of being expanded so as to meet the requirements 
of trade. The negotiability of bearer bonds, whether Government bonds 
or trading bonds, a or English, could not now be questioned; the 
existence of the usage had been proved so often, and its convenience was 
so obvious, that it must be taken now to be part of the law. A broker who 
merely negotiated the sale of chattels without the authority of the true 
owner committed no tort at all—the sale was a mere void act. It divested 
the true owner of no right, and it did not Vague interfere with his con- 
trol or possession of the goods. But if in addition to negotiating a sale 
the broker meddled with the goods themselves and handed them to the 
buyer with the intention of transferring to the buyer the propenty aa 
possession in pursuance of the unauthorized sale, he made himself liable in 
trover to the true owner, for he was guilty of an act in relation to the 
goods themselves which was inconsistent with the rights of the 
true owner. ‘This rule did not apply here. Before the defendants 
had possession of the bonds at all or physically dealt with 
them in any way they had become entitled to them for a 
valuable consideration, just as effectually as the jobbers subsequently 
became entitled to them by paying the purchase price. The jobbers who 
bought them, havin; value and having acquired them without notice 
of defect in the vendor’s title, clearly could not be sued in trover by the 
plaintiff. When the defendants negotiated the sale of the bonds to the 
jobbers they came under a personal liability to the jobbers to deliver them, 
This liability they undertook at the request of the Bradford broker—who 
was acting for the clerk—and in consideration of undertaking this liabiblity 
the Bradford broker or the clerk promised to deliver to them the bonds, 
Though the defendants were not the buyers of the bonds, they became 
holders for value as soon as they got possession of them and handed over 
the money in exchange for them. These circumstances made the 
defendants holders for value, and, as the bonds were negotiable, gave 
them power to deal with the bonds. He therefore gave judgment for the 
defendants. —OounseL, Danckwerts, K C , Montague Lush, K.0., and Waugh ; 
Duke, K.0., Rufus Isaacs, K.0., and Ellis Hill, Soxtcrrors, Warren, Murton, 
& Miller, for Mossman, Atkinson, § Blankley, Bradford; Gush, Phillips, 
Walters, § Williams. 


[Reported by W. T. Turton, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


THE GREAT NORTHERN AND CITY RAILWAY CO. (LIM.) » TILLETT. 
Div. Court. 21st April and 3rd May. 


Rarway—ComPEeNsaTION—TENANT IN Possession—Lanps CLAvses 
Consotrpation Acr (8 Vict. c. 18), s. 121 


This was a special case stated by Sir Horatio Davies, and raised the 
question as to the extent of the jurisdiction of the magistrate under section 
121 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, which provides that in 
cases where any person shall be in possession of any lands having no 
greater interest therein than as a tenant from year to year, and he shall be 
required to give up possession before the expiration of his term or interest 
therein he be entitled to compensation for the value of his interest, 
unexpired term or interest in such lands, and the amount of such interest 
shall be determined by two justices.”’ It appeared from the special case 
that the respondent held a lease of 32, Finsbury-pavement under an agreé- 
ment with one Mathew Clarke Jervoise which expired on the 25th of December, 
1899, but the respondents remained in possession. Notice to treat was served 
on the 12th of June, 1899, on the superior landlord, and on the 14th of 
June, 1899, on the respondents. In the month of March, 1901, the 
respondents went out of possession for their own purposes, but retained 
the keys. On the 5th of January, 1901, the lease was assigned to the rail- 
way company subject to the rights of the respondents, who alleged an 
under-lease dated the 6th of March, 1900, The appellants began to pull 
down the premises on the 22nd of February, 1901. On the 29th of August, 
1901, the respondents sent in a claim for £560 on the basis of a tenancy 
from year to year, and the alderman awarded them £560 on the ground 
that compensation could only be astessed under section 121 and on the 
authority of R. v. Kennedy (57 J. P. 346) and Bexley Heath Railway ¥. 
Colonel North (58 J. P. 832). For the appellants it was contended that 
there was no interest in land on which the magistrate could award com- 
pensation, and secondly, that the ——- not being in possession 
did not come under section 121. ey cited Ex parte Bdwards (19 
W. R.1047,L BR. 12 Eq. 389), R. v. Stone (14 W. R. 791, L. R.1Q B. 529) 
For the respondents it was contended that the magistrate had no juriedic- 
tion to inquire into the title of the claimant, and tr at the proper course of 
the railway company was to wait till the award was sued upon. He cited 
R. v. Manchester, Sheffield and Lancashire Railway Oo. (4 EB. & B. 88). 
Cur. adv, vult. 

April 3.—The judgment of raz Oovrr (Lord Axversrone, O.J., and 
Dagine and CuAnNELL, JJ.), was delivered by 








Bicuam, J., in giving judgment, said that on the evidence he was 
satisfied that all the bonds in question belonged to a class which bankers, 


Lord Atyvzrstonz, who said that a long lin» of authorities had held 
that no questions of title could be raised before the justices. But it was 
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condition precedent of section 121 that the claimant should have been 
uired to give up possession before the expiration of his term. The 
dimants went out of possession for their own purposes, and the alderman 

t to have held that he could not assess compensation under section 
- If the claimants had any claim against the company it would have 
to be raised by an action at law. Appeal allowed.—CounszL, Hansell ; 
Park Gof. Soxtcrrors, Le Brassewr § Oakley ; Jervis. 

[Reported by C. G. Wrrpranam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE MAYOR, &c., OF THE CITY OF WESTMINSTER (Appellants) v. 
THE ARMY AND NAVY AUXILIARY CO-OPERATIVE SUPPLY 
(LIM.) (Respondents). Div. Court. 1st May. 

Rarmnvc — Merroroms — Rarstnc RaTgzasLe Varve—Fattvre to Give 
Norice or Atrgzration to Occurrern—Rerusat To Pay Increasep 
Rare—Ricut To Issuz Distress WARRANT—OONCLUSIVENESS OF VALUA- 
mon List—Vatvation (Merropotis) Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 67), ss. 


9, 45. 

Case stated by Horace Smith, Esq., Metropolitan police magistrate. 
The respondents were the occupiers of 20 and 22, Caxton-street, in the City 
of Westminster. On the 12th of April, 1901, a general rate was made and 
published by the appellants. In tke said rate the respondents were 
assessed in respect of the said premises at the sum of £33 2s. 9d., being 
at the rate of 2s. 9d. in the £ upon a rateable value of £241—being the 
rateable value of the premises as stated in the quinquennial valuation list 
made in 1900. The said sum was demanded of the respondents and they paid 
to the appellants the sum of £24 15s., the amount due on the assessment 
entered in the valuation list for 1895, leaving a balance of £8 7s. 9d. 
unpaid, which the respondents contended they were not liable to pay. The 
(sory took out a summons to recover the balance, upon the hearing 
which the respondents proved that no notice for alteration in value 
in accordance with section 9 of the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869, had 
been served ou them by the appellants, and that the respondents had no 
notice of the raising of the gross and rateable value of their premises until 
the 12th of April, 1901. The respondents contended they were not 
liable to pay the sum of £8 7s, 9d. upon the ground that the rate was 
based upon the valuation list made in 1900—viz., £241, being 
an increase of £61 over the rateable value stated in the valua- 
tion list made in 1895—viz., £180, and they contended that the 
entry in the valuation list made in 1900 was not binding on them 
because no notice of the increase in the rateable value had been given to 
them as required by section 9 (1) of the above Act, and, therefore, that 
the list of 1900 was not the list for the time being in force, nor was it 
made in accordance with the Act, and therefore that they were not liable 
to pay so much of the rate as was charged upon the increase in the rate- 
able value. In support of these contentions the case of Reg. v. Justices of 
Middlesex (20 W. R. 774, L. R. 7 Q. B. 653) was cited. The appellants 
contended that they were entitled’ to a distress warrant to recover 
the said sumof £8 7s. 9d. on the grounds (1) that inasmuch as 
the respondents had not appealed against the rate or the list on 
which it was based, the respondents were not entitled on the hearivg of the 
summons to dispute the validity of the valuation list, and that the rate being 
good on the face of it the duty of the magistrate was merely ministerial, 
and that the appellants were not bound to shew that the notice required 
by section 9 (1) had been duly given ; and @) that even if no such notice as 
is directed by the said section had been given the valuation list was not 
thereby rendered invalid. The magistrate decided that the appellants’ 
contentions were wrong, and that he ought not to issue a distress 
warrant. The question for the opinion of the court was whether be was 
right in so deciding. On behalf of the appellants the case of Reg. v. 
Justices of Gloucester (5 W. RB. 655, 7 E. & B. 805) was cited, and they relied 
on section 45 of the above Act, 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstonz, O.J., and Dartina and CHANNELL, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal, being of opinion that the magistrate ought to have 
issued a distress warrant. It was not necestary to decide what was the 
actual effect of the omission to serve the notice of the raising of the 
rateable value in the valuation list in conformity with cection 9. e case 
really turned upon the true construction of rection 45, which provides that 
the valuation list for the time being im force shall be deemed to have been 
duly made in conformity with the Act and shall be conclusive evidence of 
the gross value and of the rateable value of the several hereditaments 
included therein. The court referred to Churchwardens of Birmingham v. 
Shaw (10 Q. B. 868). Appeal allowed.—Counsen, Marshall, K.C., and 
Ryde; Bray, K.O,, and #. Hilliard. Soxticrrors, Allen § Son; Tyrrell, 
Lewis, Lewis, § Broadbent. 

[Reported by E, G. Stitt wet, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


MANNERS v. TYLER. Div. Court. 3rd May. 
ApvuLTreraTION—JuRispicTIon oF Macistrates—P ace or Sate—Sate or 
Foop anp Drves Acts, 1875 anp 1899 (38 & 39 Vicr. oc. 63, s. 25, anD 
62 & 63 Vier. o. 51, s. 20, sun-section 4)—Fatse Warranty. 


This was an appeal by John Manners against a conviction for givin 
& false warranty contrary to the Sale of Foods and Drugs Act, 1875, s. 27. 
The appellant is a farmer residing in Wiltshire, and on the 14th of 
September, 1901, he sent a churn of milk with a label attached ‘‘ Warranted 
— milk with all its cream,’’ to the Great Western and Metropolitan 

fairies Co., and was delivered by them to John Dew a milkseller at 
Shepherd’s Bush in the same state as when they received it. ‘Lhe milk 
Was purchased by the respondent (an inspector under the Foods and Drugs 
Act) from Dew’s servant, and found to be adulterated with 8 per cent. of 
water. Dew’s servant was summoned before the magistrates at Brentford, 


The appellant had no notice of these proccedings. The ndent then 
summoned the dairy company, who gave notice to the s t and the 
respondents of their intention to rely on the protective e in section 25 
of the Act of 1875 as amended by section 20, sub-section 4, that the 
defendant shall be discharged if he proves that he bought the article 
in the same state as sold and with a written warranty The summons 
against the dairy company was dismissed, and the mdent then 
summoned the appellant for giving a false warranty, and he was fined. 
For the appellant it was contended (inter alia) that the magistrates had no 
jurisdiction to convict as the sale and delivery took place outside the juris- 
diction of the court. The responsibility of the ap t ceased at 
Paddington. He cited R. v. Smith (44 W. RB. 492; 1896, 1 Q. B. 576). For 
the respondent it was contended that the provisions of section 20, sub. 
section 5, applied. 

Tue Oovrt (Lord Atvzrstons, C.J., and Darime and Onannztt, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal, being of opinion that the rE had no juris- 
diction to convict. Sub-section 5 of section of the Act of 1899 
give jurisdiction against the warrantor in cases when the defendant had 
been discharged under provisions of section 25 of the Sale of Foods and 
Drugs Act, 1875, as amended by the Act of 1899, but there was no pro- 
vision for extending this rection to successive warranties. Here the sale 
and delivery took place at Paddington, and was therefore outside the 
jurisdiction of the Brentford magistrates. Ap allowed.— Counszt, 
Morton Smith; L. M. Richards. Soutcrrons, W. T. Ricketts & Son; Sir R. 


Nicholson. 
[Reported by C. G. Wirsranam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


MACKENZIE ». HAWKE. HAWKE v. MACKENZIE. SAME v. SAME. 
SAME v. SAME. Div. Court. 25th April. 


Gaminc—Covron Oompetirions — ADVERTISEMENT — Usz or NEWSPAPER 
Orrice ror Berrine BY ADVERTISER—LIABILITY OF PROPRIETOR OF Naws- 
PAPER—PENALTIES, APPROPRIATION OF —Bettine Act, 1853 (16 & 17 
Vier. c. 119), ss. 1, 7—Burrine Act, 1874 (87 & 38 Vier. c 15), s. 3— 
Merropouitan Pouice Courts Act, 1839 (2 & 3 Vicr. c. 71), s. 34. 


These four appeals on cases stated by Mr. Marsham, Metropolitan 
police magistrate at Bow-street, were taken together. 
Mackenzizg v. Hawke. 


In this case informations were preferred by John Hawke, under the 
Betting Act, 1853, s. 1, against the appellant Mackenzie (1) for per- 
mitting one H. T. Terry to use, and (2) for using an office in Bedford- 
street, Strand, for the purpore of money being received on the consideration 
for a promise to pay money on contingencies relating to the 
game of football. The appellant was the occupier of an office in 
Bedford-street, and the proprietor of.a paper called Football Chat. 
Terry had an office at Middelburg, in Holland, and was to the appellant’s 
knowledge conducting sporting coupon competitions, which by agreement 
between Terry and tbe appellant were advertised week by week in Football 
Chat. The 4 ey received for these advertisements about £27 in 
respect of each issue, and in addition the names of the prize-winners were 
periodically published and paid for at the same rate. Part of the 
advertisements consisted of coupon sheets, on which intending competitors 
could fill in their selections. All the moneys remittd by —— 
were in the form of postal orders, which, with the senders’ selections 
were, in accordance with the advertised conditions, addressed 
by post to Football Chat at Middelburg. The orders were returned 
to this country for collection by a bank and the proceeds were 
placed to the credit of Blydenstein (an agent of Terry), who paid 
the appellant by Terry’s instructions for the advertisements. 
The appellant stated in evidence that he-had not received any benefit 
from the coupon competitions other than popment for the adv: ments. 
Terry had no interest in the newspaper other than through advertising the 
competitions, and he never made any personal use of the office except 
that he once called there. The trate held that Terry was a person 
using the office, and that he had uscd it for the purpose of money being 
received by himself on the consideration for his promises to pay money 
on the result of football matches. He also found that the appellant per- 
mitted the user by Terry, that he opened and kept the office for the 
purpose of such user by Terry, and that he derived benefit from the 
insertion of the coupon advertisements and jists of winners, for 
which he received considerably more than for ordi a i 

but that he did not share in the profits of the coupon competitions. 
The magistrate accordingly convicted the appellant and fined him £100 
on (1) and 1s. on (2), and ordered him to pay twenty guineas costs. 
The following caves were cited during the argument: Stoddart v. Hawke 
(50 W. R. 93; 1902,1 K. B. 353), Powell v. Kempton Park R se Co. 
(47 W. R. 585; 1899, A. O., at p. 159), Reg. v. Cook (32 W. RB. 796, 13 
Q. B. D. 377), and Hornsby v. Raggett (40 W. R. 111; 1892, 1 Q. B. 20) 


Hawks v. Mackenzie. 


This was an appeal by Hawke, the prosecutor, against the dismissal b 
the magistrate of an information charging the respondent under section 
of the Betting Act, 1853, for that, being the occupier of the office referred 
to in the above case, he caused an advertisement to be published whereby it 
appeared that the office was kept for the purpose of making bets, 

he respondent was the occupier of the o and the proprietor 
of the aforesaid newspaper. ‘The office was the one where the paper 
was published and its Sonne conducted. The newspaper contained 
advertisements of football coupon competitions and was procurable at the 
office by intending competitors.’ All the coupons filled up and despatched 
by competitors with the remittances were, in accordance with the instruc- 
tions in the advertisements, addressed to Football Chat, Middelbur,z, 








but the summons was dismissed under section 2& of the Act of 
1876 as amended by section 20, eub-eection 4, of the Act of 1899. 


Helland, and remittances were to be made payable to H. T. Terry. The 
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respondent stated in evidence that Terry was the sole promoter of the 
competitions and received all the money sent by competitors, and that all 
the profits from the competitions belonged to Terry. The respondent 
swore that he had no interest in the competitions or the profits except the 
moneys received from advertising them, which amounted to about £27 per 
issue, and the moneys arising from the publication in the paper of the 
lists of prize-winners, which were paid for at the same rate. 
Same v. Same. 

This was an appeal by Hawke, the prosecutor, —- the dismissal by 
the magistrate of au information against the ent, Mackenzie, under 
the Betting Act, 1874, s. 3 (1), for causing advertisements to be 
published Shensby it appeared that persons called O’Reilly and Taylor 
would on application give information with ct to bets, wagers, 
events, or contingencies within section 7 of the Betting Act, 1853. The 
respondent was the occupier of the office and proprietor of the paper 
above-mentioned. The paper contained advertisements that O’Reilly and 
Taylor a semi 3 would give information with respect to bets or con- 
tingencies in connection with football. The magistrate held that the office 
was used by the aforesaid Terry for the purpose of money being received 
by him as the consideration for the promise to pay money on the events 
of football matches, and that the respondent permitted such user and 
opened and kept the office for the purpose of such user by Terry, but the 

thought that Stoddart v. Argus Printing Co. (49 W. R. 666 ; 1901, 
2K. B. 470) applied to all the advertisements, and he dismissed the 
summons. In the course of the arguments Cox v. Andrews (12 Q. B. D. 
126) was cited. 

Same v. Same. 


This was an appeal by Hawke from an order made by the magistrate 
refusing to grant the appellant a moiety of the penalties inflicted on 
Mackenzie in the first of these cases. The magistrate found as a fact that 
the appellant was not guilty of corrupt practices, but he was of opinion 
that that was immaterial and that in the exercise of his discretion he 
sould refuse the appellant any part of the penalties. On behalf of the 
appellant the case of Reg. v. Titterton (1895, 2 Q. B. 61, 44 W. R. Dig. 7) 
was cited. 

In the first case the Court (Lord Atverstonsz, 0.J., and Darurne and 
Ouannait, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atversrong, O.J., in giving judgment, said that the competitions 
clearly came within the class of cases which had been held to be illegal. 
It was found that the office was opened and kept for the purpose of 
Terry’s using it for his competitions ; and if there was evidence to support 
that finding it brought the case within one or other of the previous decisions. 
The coupon went out from the office that the competitor might fill 
it up and send it to T:rry, and that operation, carried out at Bedford- 
street, where the paper might be obtained, was evidence of a user by 
Tesry of that place for the p of carrying out the essential part of 
his scheme, If it was an independent ne per undertaking it was 
difficult to understand why the money should be sent to Football Chat at 
Middelburg, and why the competition should be called the ‘‘Foothall Chat 
competition.”” The finding in Queen v. Stoddart (49 W.R.173; 1901, 1 
K. B. 177), was that the place was used as a part of the er sential machinery 
for the receipt of the money for an illegal purpose. There was evidence 
to support-the finding of fact by the magistrate, and, therefore, this appeal 
should be dismic3ed. 


Danie and Ouannztt, JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
A dismissed 


the second and third cases the Cover reversed the decision of the 
magistrate end remitted the cases to him. 

Lord Atvznsronn, O.J ,in giving judgment, said that in view of Reg v. 
Steddart he could not think that section 7 of the Act of 1853 was so con- 
fined as only to apply to advertisements in respect of matters mentioned 
in the first branch of section 1. The magistrate thought he was bound by 
the decision in St:ddart v. Argus, but it seemed to him, the learned judge, 
that they « ught not to cut down section 7 to the limited case referred to 
in the judgment in Stoddart v. Argus. If that case was inconsistent with 
Rg. v. Steddart, tbe court must follow the latter, which was decided by 
the Court for Crown Cases Reserved, and treat the decision as a binding 
authority. As regards the third case, it was decided in Cor v. Andrews 
that the Act of 1874 was an extension of the Act of 1853 and that the two 
Acts were to be read together, and if a limited construction were to be put 
upon section 7 of the Act of 1853, the same argument might be applied 
to section 3 of the Act of 1874. - In his opinion the words of the latter 
section were meant to include the whole of section 1 of the Act of 1853 
The decision of the magistrate in theee cases must be reversed. He should 
-_ ve gp gr v Stoddart. 

ARLING CuanneLt, JJ., delivered judgments to the came effect. 
Cases remitted. = 

In the fourth casethe Covrr dismissed the appeal. 

Lozp Atvenstonz, in giving judgment, said section 34 of the 
Metropolitan Police Courts Act, 1839, said that it was to apply 
to Acts to be passed in cases where a moiety of 
penalties “is or shall be” directed to be paid to the informer. 
As regards the discretion of the magistrate, he, the learned judge, 

of opinion that though the. magistrate had not an arbitrary 

yet it could not be said that he could only exercise his discretion 

in the case of a corrupt practice or some other geek enue which could be 
by the court. In the present case there was no ground for 


z 


appreciated 
interfering with the magistrate’s discretion, and the appeal must be dis- 


Danimc and Cuanneit, JJ., agreed. Appeal dismissed.—Oocnsa. 
@. W. Mathews and G. H. Stutfeld; H. Avery, K.0., and J. X. Mackay. 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re KINGDON & WILSON. No. 2. 7th May. 
Soxrcrron— Costs—Taxation—Esrats Duty—Dissursewent ~Casn Ire, 


This was an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. (reported anée, p. 410), 
allo @ summons by the solicitors to review the taxation of a bill of 
costs. representatives of the client, who had died before the taxation, 


"heen 0 
Cover (Corts, M.R., and Sriatine and Cozens- Harpy, L.JJ.), 
allowed the appeal. 

Srreuiia, L.J., gave judgment as follows: The question on this appeal is 
whether the costs of taxation of a bill of costs under the common statutory 
order are to pe by the clients or the solicitors. That depends on 
whether one- of the amount of the bili has or has not been taxed off, 
The bill is for the costs of obtaining the probate of a will «n behalf of the 
executors, who were the clients. In the course of obtaining the probate 
the solicitors paid the estate duty, amounting to £117, out of a sum of 
£130 paid by the clients to the solicitors on general account. In the bill 
as delivered the professional charges, amounting to £101, are first entered; 
to this is added the estate duty, making a total sum of £218; then there 
is deducted the £130 paid on account, leaving a balance due to the solicitors 
of £88. From this bill there has been taxed off an amount of £24 17s. 10d. 
If the estate duty is properly included in the bill less than one-sixth 
has been taxed off; but, if the estate duty ought (as is: contended 
on behalf of the clients) to have been entered in the solicitors’ cash 
account, and not in the bill, more than one-sixth has been taxed off, 
Byrne, J., has decided, on the authority of Re Lamb (37 W. R. 506, 23 
Q. B. D. 5), that the estate duty was properly included in the bill of 
costs. We think that the learned judge was bound by Re Lamb, which 
was decided by a Divisional Court. The real question is whether the rule 
established in that case ought to be upheld in the Court of Appeal, before 
which it is now brought for the firat time. This subject was carefully 
inquired into by Lord Langdale in Re Remnant (11 Beav. 603), decided in 
1849, and the following rule was laid down: ‘“ That those payments only 
which are made in pursuance of the professional duty undertaken by a 
solicitor, and which he is bound to perform, or which are eanctioned as 
professional Nae by the general and established custom and practice 
of the profession ought to be entered or allowed as professional dis- 
bursements in the bill of costs.” The case of Re Lamb was intended 
to be decided in accordance with this rule, and it was evidently 
believed by the Divisional Oourt that it was the settled practice to 
include sums paid for probate duty in bills of costs. It was strongly 
pressed upon us in argument that, if Re Lamb be upheld, it will be practically 
impossible in a Jarge number of cases for a client to obtain the costs of the 
taxation to which a bill may have been justly subjected, and we think 
that such is the case. We have consulted one of the taxing-masters of 
the Chancery Divisiov, and are informed by him that, from the time of the 
decision in Re Remnant down to that in Re Lamb it was the eettled practice 
not to include sums paid for probate duty in bills of costs; that the tax- 
ing-masters of the Chancery Division consider that the decision in Re Lamb 
was based on imperfect or inaccurate information ; that the effect of it is to 
discourage the taxation of bills which ought to be taxed; and that the 
adherence to it has, in their opinion, operated unfairly to clients in the 
past, and (regard being had to the increased duty now payable) is likel 
still more so to operate in the future. We are informed that, althoug' 
the taxing-masters have followed the decision in Re Lamb when 
the point has been taken before them, yet that many eminent 
solicitors still adhere to the practice as it existed before the 
decision in Re Lamb, and do not include payments for probate duty in 
their bills. We have also consulted one of the registrars of the Probate 
Division, who is conversant with the taxation of costs in that division, and 
are informed by him that, although the practice there, so long as he has 
known it, has been regulated by Re Lamb, he is also of opinion that in 
many cases it leads to injustice being done. In these circumstances we 
think that Re Lam) ought to be overruled, and that payments for estate 
duty ought not to be included in bills of costs. In what precedes it has 
been assumed that estate duty stands on the same footing as probate duty. 
It is, however, to be observed that estate duty is not, like the original 
probate duty, merely a stamp duty, but is one for which the executor is 
pe y accountable: see the Finance Act, 1894, es. 6 (2), 28 (1, 4). 
Although we do not base our decision on this distinction, we consider it 
favourable to the ado of the course which we regard as the proper 
one. The appeal therefore be allowed, with costs here and below, 
and an order made substantially in accordance with the notice of appeal. 
Coxtins, M.R., and Cozens- Harpy, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Levett, 
K,C., and Hon. T. H. Watson; Norton, K.O., and Poley. Soxicrrors, 
Collyer- Bristow ; Kingdon, Wilson, § Webb. 

(Reported by J. I. Stratine, Ezq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re DRUCKER. Ex parte THE TRUSTEE v. THE BIRMINGHAM AND 
DISTRICT BANKING CO, Wright, J. 5th May 
Bankruptcy—Prorerty or Bankrupt—Mongy Parp ro Serrie Bank- 
knuptTcy Petrrion—Bankevrtoy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c 52), s. 44— 
Re Svuypsr, Ex ranre Prxusy (8 Morr. 127) Distinevisnep 

This was a motion by the trustee n the bankruptcy for a declaration that 
the sum of £300 to the ip rgeer bank was the property of the 





crrons, B. M. Lazarus ; Malkin & Co. 
FReported by E. G. Sritiwe11, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


bankrupt received by the bank with notice of an available act of bank- 
ruptcy, and for an order requiring the bank to pay the said sum to the 
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trustee. Upon the 24th of January, 1901, the bank presented a petition 

ainst Drucker, the act of bankruptcy alleged therein non-com- 
Sance with a bankruptcy notice which had been issued by creditor. 

e petition came on for hearing upon the 15th of February, when 
the debtor’s solicitors, Messrs. Beyfus & gave the bank 
their own cheque for £300, and the bank consented to the 
petition being dismissed. It appeared from the evidence that on the 
previous day, the 14th of February, the debtor, who then owed Messrs. 
Beyfus & Beyfus £328, gave them a charge on certain property to secure 
the sum of £628, with the understanding that the additional sum of £300 
so secured was to be used in settlement of the bank’s petition. The debtor 
was subsequently adjudged bankrupt upon a petition presented within 
three months of the act of bankruptcy of which the bank had notice. 

Waricut, J., dismissed the —, holding that the sum in question 
was not the property of the bankrupt, but had been advanced by the 
solicitors out of moneys of their own impressed with a trust to discharge 
the debtor’s indebtedness to the respondent bank, and that the case was 
distinguishable from Re Suyder, Ba parte Pixley (8 Morr. 127).—Oovunset, 
H. Reed, K.0., and Carrington; Muir Mackenzie and J. G. Joseph. 
Souicrrors, King, Wigg, ¢ Co.; Ernest Salaman, Fort, § Co., for Alfred 
Green, Birmingham. 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on the 14th inst., 
Sir George H. Lewis in the chair. e other ae pos Se 
Messrs. Grantham R. Dodd, Walter Dowson, Samuel (Leicester), 
Augustus Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), Richard Pennington, J.P., R. 8. 
Taylor, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 

sum of £375 was distributed in grants of relief, and other general 
business transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Honours Examrnatton.—Apri, 1902. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Oourt, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction : 


Frest Oxass. 
[In order of Merit ] 


Artuur Frank Oxarx, who served his clerkship with Mr. E. B. Ormond, 
of the firm of Messrs. E. & E. B. Ormond, of Wantage; and Messrs. 
Meredith, Roberts, & Mills, of London. 


Szconp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order.] 


William Howes Percival, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Mieres Percival, of the firm of Messrs. Howes, Percival, & Ellen, of Tow- 
cester ; and Mr. John Andrew Percival, of the firm of Messrs. Percival & 
Son, of Peterborough. 

William Henry Vickress, who served his clerkship with Mr. Hinton 
James Bailey, of London. 

Tump Oxass. 


[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


Nigel Edward Carey, who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
Cattarns, of London. 

Frank Ernest Goodchild, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Ohristopher Davies, of Norwich. 

William Herbert Langdon, who served his clerkship with Mr. A. E. 
Young, of ——-. 

Peregrine North, who cerved his clerkship with Mr. William Tomlinson 
Page, jun., of the firm of Messrs. Page & Porter, of Lincoln ; and Messrs. 
Page & Scorer, of London. 

Patteson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick Broad- 
emith, of the firm of Messrs. Broadamith & Stead, of Manchester; and 
gh ke es of a firm gop Fielder & ys ~~ a. 

rt Vincent, who served with, Mr. incent, of 
the firm of Messrs. Vincent & Vinowsh of Linton. - 

Robert John Willatt, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Marriott, 
of the firm of Messrs. Acton & Marriott, of oe 

The Council of the Inco ted Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books: 

To Mr. Olark—Prize of the Honourable of Clement’s-inn—value 


about £10; the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 guineas; and the | T 


John Mackrell prize—value about £12. 

The Oouncil have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Thirty-eight candidates gave notice for the examination. 








The Cour’ of Claims held its final sitting on Wednesday, and was declared 
to be diseolved. : 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


ioe Ou inet + etty thind Mr. Simpeca = 
aw, on the 1 in ty- year. . was the son 
of Mr. Charles Simpson, oe Sevier, He was educated at St. John’s 
College, Cambridge, where he had a brilliant carcer, being second wrangler 
in the year 1842, when Mr. ley was senior wrangler. He was 
subsequently elected a Fellow of his college and was called to the bar in 
1846. He geuintly acquired an extentive court and con 
practice, although somewhat hesitating utterance interfered with 
success as an advocate. As a draftsman, however, in his best days, he 
was excelled by few practitioners, and his knowledge of Jaw was singularly 
wide and accurate. For many years he was a martyr to a troublesome 
ailment, which we have heard that he succeeded in curing by the 
assiduous practice of cycling. He was a ago elected a Bencher 
of Lincoln’s-inn He married, as his second wife, the only daughter of 
late Mr. Nassau William Senior. 

Mr. Txomas D. Muwnns, barrister-at-law, died suddenly after an 
illness of only four days from oagrege Ap heaton ps Holly Cottage, 
Sunbury-on-Thames, on the 10th inst., at the age of “nine years. 
oe the second son of wey be — < < 

unns & Longden, solicitors, , ewry, was educated at Eman 
College, Cambridge, and was called to the bar in 1887. 


APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Witt1am Haseipixe Jones, solicitor, of 19, Spital-equare, E., who 
was admitted in March, 1896, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvurion. 


Oswatp Birp, Laminc Worrnincton Evans, Artaur Bzrnarp Lewin 
Him, ArtTuur miuram Hastincs Davney, solicitors (Worthington 
Evans, Bird, Hill, & Co.), 27, Nicholas-lane, London. March 51. So 
far as concerns the said Arthur Bernard Lewin Hill. The said Oswald 
Bird, Laming igen ya ce and Arthur William Hastings Dauney 
will continue the said under the same style or firm. 

[ Gazette, May 13. 





GENERAL, 

It is stated that Lord Grimthorpe on Monday attained the age of 
eighty-six years. He is senior King’s Counsel and senior Bencher of 
Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. Justice Walton will be the of the evening at the next dinner 
of the General Council of the , which will take place at the Grand 
Hotel, Charing-cross, on Tuesday, the 27th inst. 


The judges (Grantham and Bruce, JJ.) have fixed the following com- 
mission ay el samg + ae wag SD Tak tebe, 
Newcastle, Thursday ; ureday, ; Xo 
July 19; Leeds, Friday, July 25. Both civil and criminal peleaalts 
taken at all the places. 

Professor John Macdonell, M.A, LL-.D., C.B. (Quain Professor of 
Comparative Law), will deliver two 2 public lectures at University Colle 
London, on Tuesdays, 20th and 27th May, at 5 p.m., on “ The Legal 


Forms of M e and Married Women’s Property.”” The lectures are 
open to the public without fee and without ticket. 

The Lord Ohief Justice and Mr. Justice Wills have fixed the 
cummin for the summer arsizes on the Northern Oircuit:— 
Carlisle, y, June 28; Appleby, Thureday, July 3; Lancaster, 
Saturday, July 5 ; Manchester, Thursday, July 10 ; Li 


> Friday, J 
25. Mr. Justice Wills will not join the circuit until ester is 

The judges (Wright and Walton, JJ.) have fixed the following commission 
days ior She samme i on the ) sag Ming — tien Reading, 
Saturday, June 14; Oxford, Wednesday, June 18; orn ag ay 
June 21 ;’ Gloucester, Saturda: , June 28 ; Monmouth, Saturday, Paw | 3 
Hereford, Thureday, July 10; Shrewsbury, Monday, July 14; 
Saturday, July 19; Th , July 24. Mr. Justice Walton 
will not join the circuit until Stafford is reached, and at the conclusion of 
business there Mr. Justice Wright will return to London, while Mr. Justice 
Walton will go on to Birmingham to join Mr. J 

The followin tlemen have been elected members of the 
General Council-ot ‘she Bar: Lord R bert Cecil, K.C., the Hon. &. O. 


R the Hon. R. W. Coventry, Mes-rs. E. M. Warm’ K.0., E. 

Atkinson, K.C., H. F. Dickens, K O., Vernon R. , K.C., EL 
Yorke Stanger, K.0., W. F. K. Taylor, K.C., W. English Harrison, K.O , 
J. Scott Fox, K.C., Stanley O. Buckmaster, K.C., VU. Leigh Clare, M.P., 
George H , F. RB. Radcliffe R. B. D. 
Acland, T. F. Hobson, James E. H. Benn, , E. Percival 


Clarke, and Peter Grain. - 

following commission days have been fixed lor the summer aseizes 
a undermestioned circuite—viz.: South Wales Circuit—(Ridley, J.) 
Haverfordwest, Friday, May 30; Lampeter, Monday, Jane 2; Carmarthen, 
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Wednesday, June 4; Brecon, Monday, June 9; Presteign, Thursday, 
June 12. North Wales Circuit—(Jelf, J.) Newtown, Wednesday, May 28 ; 
Dolgelly, Friday, May 30; Carnarvon, Tuesday, June 3; Beaumaris, 
Saturday, June 7; Ruthin, Wednesday, June 11; Mold, Saturday, 
At the conclusion of the business at Presteign and Mold 
respectively, the two judges will return to London. They will go back 
to Ohester and Swansea together, the commission days being Saturday, 
July 19, and Saturday, July 26, respectively. 


The Lord Chancellor has allotted about 180 seats at the Royal Courts of 
Justice to members of the bar to view the Coronation procession on the 
27th of June, and the General Council of the Bar has been requested, and 
has undertaken, to distribute them by ballot. The ballot will be confined 
to barristers with addresses in the Law List for 1902. The tickets will be 
one guinea each, and will be single, and not transferable nor available for 
ladies, Application for tickets must be made in writing so as to reach the 
secretary on or before Saturday, the 3let inst. A list of the successful 
applicants will be posted at the offices of the council on Wednesday, the 4th 
of June. The tickets will be obtainable from the secretary on application 
at the offices of the council, 2, Hare-court, Temple, on and after Tovstar, 
the 17th of June. 


The South African Law Journal says of Sir James Rose-Innes, who has 
been appointed Chief Justice of the Transvaal, ‘‘ The legal profession in 
the Oape Colony will regret Sir James’ departure for the Transvaal. If he 
has to change the bar for the bench they would prefer that the change 
should take place in, and for the benefit of, the Cape. In Parliament as 
well as at the bar the Cape can ill-afford to lose him. As Chief Justice of 
the Transvaal he will be most welcome to the inhabitants of that new 
colony, and to none more so than to the legal profession there. His name 
and fame are towers of strength, and guarantee that he will worthily and 
impartially occupy and discharge the functions of that high office with 
dignity and honour, with credit to himself and with great benefit to his 
adopted country.’’ 


On the 8th inst., in the House. of Commons, in reply to Captain Clive, 
the Attorney-General raid: It is the fact that there is not sufficient 
accommodation in the Royal Courts of Justice for the judges of the High 
Court from the preeent time until the end of the sittings. The Lord Chief 
Justice has had to apply to the benchers for the use of the old hall at 
Lincoln’s-inn for Mr. Justice Grantbam, and Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady is 
sitting in a room wholly unfiited for the purposes of a court. In the event, 
as is possible, of one of the three judges now on circuit returning to town 
before the 16th, there will be absolutely no court in which he can be 
accommodated. This inconvenience is certain to occur under present 
arrangements from time to time during other periods of the legal year. 
Four or five more courts will be required for the accommodation of the 
j unless the existing arrangement of circuits can be entirely re- 

led so as to ensure greater uniformity in the number of judges in 
town, which in my opinion is very desirable. Mr. James Lowther asked 
if it was proposed to make any structural arrangements. The Attorney- 
General said: Two remedies are possible. One is an addition to the Law 
Courts, and the other is a rearrangement of the circuits. I, personally, 
should prefer the second. 


In a recent case in Mississippi (Mobile, ge., R. Co. v. Davis, 30 South Rep. 
820), says the American Law Review, the plaintiff's dog strayed away from 
home, and was upon the railroad track in an open prairie country, about 
three-quarters of a mile from the nearest station, when it was run over and 
killed by a locomotive hauling a freight train. The engineer testified that, 
after leaving the station he had to go up grade and was engaged in looking 
after bis lubricators and other machinery, and did not see the dog on the 
track ; and that at the same time the fireman was attending to his fires. 
There were two eye-witnesees to the killing. One testified that the dog 
ran along the track in front of the engine for five hundred yards, while 
the other put the distance at about one hundred and fifty yards. There 
was no dispute, however, that the dog could have got off the track at any 
moment. The court, speaking through Mr. Justice Calhoon, said: **‘ We 
cannot hold a railway company liable for running over a stray dog under 
the facts in this record. This is the most intelligent of the inferior animals 
—alert, agile, quick—and might well ba supposed to avoid such r, 
which cannot be said of horses, mules, horned cattle, or hogs. Besides, 
there can be no presumption of value as in the case of other classes of 
avimals. The overwhelming majority of dogs have no pecuniary or market 
value and especially in this time-of wandering stray dogs, and we cannot 
take the view that they should be permitted to delay movements along the 
arteries of commerce.’’ 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


May 22 —Messta Srinsox & Sovs, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold and Leasehold Ground- 
rents at Kentish Town, Walworth Gr ch, Wandsworth-road, Srinten, = 


eenwi 
N Bill (see —— . Solicitors, Messrs. Wakeford & Co,, Mess Fiemin 
witout, Mesers. & Cartwright, London. (See advertisements, this 


May 23 —Mesers, Ei1is & Sox, at the Mart, at 2: Mercantile Premises, No, 7, Fenchurch- 
oneisting of a hand modern 





avenue. c some ; let at £1,063 annum; £ 
} ground-rent £530. Solicitors, rs Hollams, fons, Coward, 
wksley, ag Fa ce Aurea, dose So Windoce Great Pack andi Vieginia 
‘ater: A Free Cottage I nee, with stabling and 1} acres of well- 
yy pe t 14 miles from Egham Station. Messrs. Druces & 
—Canning Town : Block of long Leasehold and part Freshold Shop 
and Premises, with Dwelling-house, covering a area of about 4,000 
in Victoria Dock-road.and Burnham-steeet. Messrs. Hollams, 


Seas, Coward, & Hawksley, London, (See advertisemer te, this week, back page.) 








RESULT OF SALE. 
Revzxsions, Lirz Pouicizs, anp Gas SHARES. 


Messrs. H. E. Fostzr & Cranvietp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 715) of the 
shove oh the Seat, 3.0, on Thursday last, when the Soliewing interests changed Lands ot 


nam —_ 

VERSIONS: £8 
To about £5,610; life 56...  ... sss nue = awe oee Seve, BOI 2,550 0 
Absolute to One-seventh of Properties at Cork .. ... «» 9 105 0 

LIFE POLICY for £8,000; life57... ... ss see _ cee vos ogp) Ss, 810 0 
SHARBS, 20 £5 fully- paid in Brentwood Gas, Coke, and Light Co. 
(Limited) ae See 4) ten) ae ee be ee @ 142 10 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Faripay, May 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep 1s CHanozRy. 


Brighton, WoRTHING, AND Sours Coast Stzampoat Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, 
on or before June 20, to their names and the particulars of 
debts or claims, to Messrs Bruce Morrison, Arnold Chij eld, and Ri 
Beard, care of Messrs T P Harker & Son, 59, Ship st, Brighton 

Iytensivigp Gas Licgut Co, Luarep (1x Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before June 1, to send their mames and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Junius L Cope, 8, Wilson st, Drury lane 

Josnston Forgign Patents Co, Limirzp—Petn for winding up, presented May 6, 
dire’ to be heard on May 28. ann & Rouse, Gracechurch st, solors for 

—. Notice of sppearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 


afternoon of May 
W Wiuiamson & Co, Limitep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 


to T Rawlins, 45, King William st 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep in CHaNnczRY. 


Banxs Brzr Co, (1900), Lumrzp —Creditors are required, on or before June 6, to send 
their names addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to George William 
Yeldham, 5, Fermepark rd, Stroud Green, N. 8t Martin’s In, solor 

Brep’s Soar Co, Lumrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jane 25, to send their 
names and addresses, together with full particulars of their debts or claims. to Mr, 
Frederick Graham Bird, St Elmo, Radyr,Giam. Maclean, Cardiff, solor to liquidator 

Devow Gawrton Co, Lumirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Peter Watson, 
2 and 8, West st, Finsbury circus Greenip & Co, George st, Mansion House, solors for 
the liquidator 

Harmer & Haruey, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 8, direc‘ed to be heard 
May 28. Claremont & Haynes, 4, Bloomsbury sq, solors for the petaer. Notice of 
appearing must reach the aboye-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
May 27 


Lepyer Artiriciat §1Lx Co, Limrrzep—Creditors are requii on or before June 9, to 
send their names and addresses. and the particulars of r debts or claims, 
an. Martello Gray, District Bank chmbrs, Bradford Gordon & Oo, solors for the 

quidator 

New Mount Seamnoce Mine, Limitrep—Creditors are uired, on or before July 1, to 
send their names ond addresses, and the particu'ars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Kift, Dashwood House, New Broad st. Landon, New Broad st, solor for the liquidator 

Perry Garpxer & Co, Luatep—Petn for winding up, presented May 9, directed to be 
heard May 28. Chester & Co, Bedford row, agents for Crofton & Co, Manchester, 
solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 27 

Progressive Boor Co. Limrrep —Creditors are required. on or before June 24, to send 
their names and addresses, and particuiars of debts or claims, to Frank Harry 
Spencer, 2, Newarke st, Leicester 

Venturas Forzian Propuce Co, Luntrzp—Creditors are required, on or before June 10, 
to send their mames and adéresses, and the particulars of thee debts or — to 
Thomas Fawley Judge, Parliament chmbrs, Quay st, Hull, Walker & Colbeck, Hull, 
solors to liquidator 








Wagnine To Intenpine Hovss Purcuassrs anp Lzsszzs.—Before pur- 
—_ or renting a house, even for a short oo see it is advisable to 
have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 
Reported upon. For terms apply to The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (H. 
Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Established 
27 years. Tel : Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- 
eins —-Chaent 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cuam. 

London Gazette.—Fuipvay, May 2. 


B 8, RioHARD, Prest' Lancaster, Boot Dealer May 31 B Harrie, i 
noch Eachate "Bevery Somes se aacerat” 1, DARE Y Hams Rese 
seem —y ~—y ~adeemaeines May 26 Maley vy Dunn, Kekewich, J 


ite, In 

Tusyes, Gzorcs, Berwick m Tweed, Newspaper June 6 Johnston v 

Turner, Bwinfen Eady, ? Smith, Berwick upon aaa 
London Gasette.—Tuxspay, May 6. . 

Acneme, Semi, ——y = Giggleawick, York, Gent June 4 Procter v Atkinson, 
. Vani 

Grey, Jamzs, Weston Longville, Norfoly, Grocer June 14 Lambert v Grey, Joyce, J 
Rackham, Norwich 


London Gasette,—Fuipay, May 9, 


O’Gormax, Joux, Roath Dock, St Mary, Cardiff June 14 Attorney-G 1 
Bolicitor, Farwell, J Bolicitor to the Treasury (Law Courts Branch), Wa hod 
Wuirzsipe, Witiiam, Lancs, Licensed Victualler June 7 Wilkinson y Simpson, 
, Registrar, Preston Johnson, Fox st, Preston ss 
London Gasette,—Tuxsvay, May 13. 


Sxuswen, Witt1am Epwanrp, 8t Leonard’s on Gent June 14 Oo Skinner, 
Swinfen Eady, J Spreat, 82, Old Jewry vale — : 
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UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tunspay, April 29, 


p, Anruur, Leeds, Painter May 24 ve ath Leeds 
on. ‘Tuomas, Withington, nr Manchester & Co, Manchester 
Bupp. FREDEBIC LLEWELLYN, ~~ Muay 31 rT ‘Guia Child, Sloane st 
Coats, Joux, Westdown, Devon —> Iifracom' 





CoRNELIUS, oe ae Teignmouth, Devon May vy Tozer & Co, Teignmouth 

se JouN, sunderland Jun ee Leeds 

yavinson, JAMES, Sheffield, Scale Maker 31 ebster & » 

Deany, JANE Krexsy, 4 oy Plymouth May 28 Hubbard & » Chancery In 

iu, FREDERICK, Etham, Kent June1é Wightwick & 

Pgisk. SAMUEL ARTHUR SecoomBE, Pembroke Dock, Victualler May 30 Evans 
& Williams, Haverfordwest 


@usox, AnTHUR Epwarp, Southsea, Schoolmaster May 26 Addison & Son, Portsmouth 

@uzs Bic ae a. wae eee, Southampton, Harness Maker June 4 
Footner & msey, Hants 

Garex, GzORGE Waren, Eye, Suffolk, Timber Merchant May 19 Camon, Qzorn, nr 
0g 


Gwrsx, _ ——. June? Lattey & Hart, Camomile st chmbrs, Camomile st 
Husvey, Epuunv, Falmouth May 30 Smith, Fenchurch 

uy, Wii114m, Kingston upon Bull June9 Holden & Co, 

sens, Norzison Levitt, Skidby, ny rome seaponre 10 ~~ 

Hut Berream GILRERT, Electro Pi 


Hoop, Henry @cnvusace, Ventnor, rT ‘of Ww Mar a Baie ior Cumberland, John 


Bedford row 


Isnzzwoop, Avice, Radcliffe, » Rema, Hatter June 14 pene a 

Jouzs, JosEPH, Gt Lever, nr solien, Chemist June 2 J 

Kerrn, Wit11AM, jun, Camden rd, Laundry Proprietor May 30 Keith, Mile End rd 
Kuont, Samvet Joun, Horley, Surrey, Farmer June 7 Wells & Paternoster row 
Kasy, Manis Witnetmine, Berlin, Prussia May 22 Plunkett & , St Paul’s 


churchyard 
sir Seaces, Gantov, Yorks June 16 Coming & Swift, York 
Tavour, ronan SHOOKLEDGE, West Folkestone, Surgeon May 81 Emmerson & Co, 


gscpey, ArTHuR Epuunp, Aldershot June 2 dune 4 divers Strand 
McCLELLAND, SamveL, Selly Oak, Worcester, Clerk June 4 ed, 

fans, CHARLES Epwakp, Bristol Accountant Brith Perham & Son, Bristo 
Mus, Tuomas, Weston aw are or Briakbur, Bi hd & Soa, Weston super 

icHOL, MattTHEW, Woodhead Farmer oy 12 





“Hedley Northumberland May 31 oy Aa acre Exes 

Prcuty, ExisHa, y 

Pexnosz, Sir Pennosz Cuartes, KCB, Plymouth Johns, Plymouth 
aeaw, E.1za, Norwood 2s oes Vonshureh tide Tipo 
Raryze, Isaneiia, Bootle = _ Evans & Oo, Li 


Russet, ConsTANcE, Bhangh Amos, Gt o. 
faspers, Ema, Woolwich, he, a Victualler June’ June 3) P Whale Ontnoe 


pam, Leor CHARLOTTE, Little Houghton, Northampton May27 HJ & oc Markham 
ampton 

Srzxce, —n Leeds June7 Nelson & & Co, Losie 

Commas, Samozn, and Sanan Summers, Leamington Spa May 26 Chadwick & Son, 


Tars, oo GzorGiana, Bath May Osborne & Oo, Bristol 

Tuts, Joan Surtu, Birkenhead, Cheshire June 14 Reinhardt, Birkenhead 

TATTERSALL, ALICE, A June 

Tarion, WitLiam, New upon Tyne May 25 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle upen 


Tyne 
a=. Many, Acton May 26 Foy & C», New Cross rd 
Waixee, WitL1am Tuomas, Handsworth June?4 Hooper & Co, Birmi 
Wiitiams, James, Deptford, Newsagent Fd 26 Foy & Co, New Cross 
Yz0, Ei1za, Torquay May 26 Kitsons & Co, Torquay 


London Gazette.—Faripay, May 2. 


Pan, 2: Atrrep James, Newgate st, Chemical Merchant Junel Maitlands & Co, Knight- 
rider st, Doctors’ Commons 

Bastow, Cuantes Howz.it, Wimborne Minster, Dorset May 21 Luff & Raymond, 
Wimborne Minster 

Baznow, paseamee, Nerang 7 me “pom Junel Etches & jen Whitchurch 

Buazey, Gzonag, ©, Licensed Victualler June5 Beard & Sons, Basinghall st 

Bo.sover, GzoraE, Ai =~ under Lyne June 11 ana Ashton under Lyne 

Bovixetox, Grorcr, West Hampsteai Jane 14 Potter & Co, 

Bopp, Exizanetu, Lowisham June 14 Spencer & Arnold, G. eenwich 

Qann, James, Sale, Chester June2 Croftoa & Co. Manchester 

Oarzs, TO Minworth Greaves, Warwick May 31 Colmore & Monckton, Bir- 


iy Croft, Yorks June5 Reid, Gt 8t Helen’s 
Onomutry, Haney Waters, Cadogan eq Msy 23 Leeman & Co, | ak 
Corer, fHomas Sipney, RA Bose May 24 Mercer, 

Oowiz, ALrRap Howanrp. Birkenhead June ‘ a & And ans 


DasbysHine, Roperr Septimus, Birkenhead June 1 

Davizs, Epwanp, Earlstown, Lancs, Builder Ma: Widows & Baa  — ae 

Dawson, CuaBLEs ssem, Newcastle on Tyne 

Drst A.rrep, Sutton June? Crook & Oo, 

Grsnons, Jax, Whitworth, nr Rochdale June 15 Wood, nBeKg eae 

emeoee, i GerTrupE Anya, Upper Ciapton June 1 Lawrence & Co, New sq, 
Lincolo’s ina 





Garrrex, Hexsert, Canonbury In, Islington May 31 - Myer, London Wall 

a= Nico.avs, Bowdon, Uhester, t May 31 Addleshaw & Co, 
ne 

a, Wnsan Cneon, Leckhampton, Glos, Veterinary Surgeon May 31 Steel, 

Huu, Anne Mania Ed gbaston, Birmiogham June 16 ar ak me: 


aa, , JOHN, in 8t Leigh, Lancs May 23 
LROYD, Ricnarp E.1is, ag Isle of Man f Maa” Jape 10 bs te € Go, Manchest: 


Horrwsi., Samven, Hackney Gt 8t Hi 
Howanp, Jon Birkdale June 10 aa dey © Hadad, Southport — 
Hupparp. precean, Bt Leonard’s on Sea, Brennan & Brennan, 
Huurnaiss, Jony, Kidderminster June9 Talbot, Kidderminster ; 
davkixs, AxN, Gostrey, Mon July2 Bythway & See, Fostapent 
Jestox, Ricuagp Porg, Henley on Thames May 24 & Blaker, Henley on Thames 
donzs, Davi, Liant.irelsdogeu, Cardigan, Farmer June 30 et 
osnmt, CaTsanias, Henley on  Medhani Mths 27 "Walker, Middiecbecast 
, Rover’ 

Oncay, Boonane’ Gloucester = A Gloucester 

— a Gt Russell Ay » pissy. Salesman June 5 Herman, Bart- 


Pascmnrs a, James Joszrn, Brockley June 14 writing, Bishopsgate 
Mavens Liowss Jacon, ‘Westbourne Park mene Fas Dawes & Sons, Angel ct, Throg- 
‘00 at 
moat, Sipyey Bava y 80 ry” & James, Holborn circus 
aire, O Owes, B mle ig ec _ o Bristol toe 
THSON, peg Canterbury, 
VIELLE, Luis Smead Montevideo, eee, Banker June 10 & Co, 


ct, Wi 
Tunuxs, Geesos, Sontag, Worcester June 16 Pistent & Co, Birmingham 








T omas, Halifax, Chemist - in aig MR. 
Wino, Busan, We Gums Bighiy Fane 90 Fantom & Co, Colloge bil 

z, THO ILL14M GUNNING, 
Writs, Ooravivs Joux, Newland, Northampton, Jeweller May 30 Darnell & Price, 


W: ANNA RENCE, St Leonards on Sea Junel Eyre & Co, John st, Bedford row 
West, Ricuarp Amprose, Wroxeter Grange, nr Shrewsbury June 11 Gia Om Wace, 


W. Joasu, Boll! Pawnbroker June m, Bolton 
Warrry, Axoari, Biekenhend, Plasterer May 3 eae Bradley, Liverpool 
Waren, Mary Avy, Kidlington, Oxford May 3) Taylor, ’s inn fields 


London Se eee May 6, 


Apams, Tuomas, Hastings, Tailor Junel4 Morgan, 
Barton, ELEANOR, Hulme, Manchester Sone 2 Lag ay & Manchester 
BaRToN, Rev JAmEs, eam June 10 Pe Son, Manchester 
Be.t, Marraew Joux Kensington J Geabata & Co. New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Boor, Js ign Oldham, Juve 8 2 vik, & Co, Manchester 
IN, JANE, une 

Baizrtey, Many Axx, Rechda'e June7 Molesworth & White, Rochdale 
BROMILEY, JamxEs, Turton, Lancs June? Russell & Russell, Bolton 
Bu.iock, Tromas, Stoke upon Trent May 31 Corper & Co, Newcastle 
| .— Hatfield, om Pe - ‘une 24 Sworder & Longmore, Hertford 

PSTICK, B.1zaBETH, Barry, Glam y ‘ughes, Barry Dock 

A hee — L Anson ‘rd, Tufnell pk June 6 Poole & Robinson, Union ct, Old 


CHAPPELL, aie Helston, Cornwall June? Ty 
CuEsTERTON, ARTHUR, Barres ay Merriman & n, Kine -— —\ Temple 


Coorsr, Lieut Col the Right Hon Epwarp Henry, Prideaux & 
D J Sekaley Carter May 20 Carri: sodas 

UBRHAM, JOHN, 
Epwarps, Lypia Mvynzir, Bath 15 Simmons & 


Ewixes, Axxis, Shepherd’s Bueh 80 Hicks & Co, ing st, Covent 
toa, — James, Blackheath May 4 at, i" om 


Fark _ Mistiey, Berx July 7 Free & Winck worth, 
RopERt, ew 
Game Eizapera Boriita, Pr Seema rd, South Hampstead June 5 Snow & Co, Gt St 





Thomas A) 

Geyt, Jonny, ere Jae 2 Burch 2 Burchell & Co, Victoria st, Westminster 
DCHILD, GEORGE JOSEPH, —— Junell Bell & Lavender hill 
Gray, Aveusta Frances BiizaB June 1 ey & Walters, Kensington 

Hinpe, Mapetia Exspey, South ps June 10 Upton & Co, Austin Friars 
Hixton, Tomas CHAR.Es, Northumberland, Astate Agent June 9 Bird, 
H og, ge 1 Ba Harrogate 

ODGSON, (LIZABETS, une 
Hucnss Josxrn. Wicker, Sheffield, Licensed V June 8 Wilson, Sheffield 
Jounson, Exma, Seon. pr Bolton May 22 Monks & Bolton 


Jonzs, CuanLes, Bear st, Leicester sq, Restaurant Keeper June 10 Freeman, Bedford 
Ww 
Lawaesce, Bowano, Blaengarw, Glam, Colliery Proprietor July 1 Randall & Oo, 


Glam 
Macxenziz, Czcrtia Many, Southsea Junel4 Wright & Leamington 
comes La ae a ———— Maynine, Bothichithe Sune 9 Millar & Sons, 
0 
Mansu, Bane Evcenig, Ma'vern June1é6 Nevinson & Barlow, Malvern 
Matson, Sanu, Kingston upon Hull June 7 Hull 
Mies, Maria Haapixa, Tu.pridge Wells June 2 iF Ashford, Kent 
Mourazay, Patience, Whitley Bay, Northumberland Bird, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Panuins a Bentham, Yorks June 1 Thompson & >> 
ABKI +" REDERICK, Hither green, Lewisham Shelton, Moorgate 
— Ricuazp, Brixton hili June 80 eS , Hertford 
on ; Buren, Hastings, Lisensed Victualler J der, Hastings 
Prestox, Wis Joux, Abercorn pl, St John’s ‘Wood June 10 Woodcock & Co, 


Bloomsbury eq 
Szasnook, Sitas, Kel Essex, Grocer June 20 Beaumont & Coggeshall 
Sznior, Anniz Hamitton, Junel Walker & Onlbeck, elk 
Stout, Hengy. Tyldesley, Lancs, Victualler June12 Marsh & Son, Leigh 
Tay.or, Ann Fisner, Sunderland Junel0 Servics, w+ 
Tayion, Wittiam Tormouts, Sunderland, Shipbroker J Service, Sunderland 
Wacken, Hevay, Sh-ffield, Brewer's Traveller June “Vickers & Oo, Sheffield 
Wairs, Atraxp, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale Junel4 White & Co, Pham ln 
Wuirs, Gzorcz Tuomas, Kenley, Surrey, Tea Broker Jume5 Markby & Co, Coleman st 


London Gasette,—Faipay, May 9. 


Apvams, 8anan, Ashby dela Z ig FS Fisher & Co, Ashby dela Zouch 
Batpwix, WILLIAM, x 7 14 aang 
Beaumont. Apa Ross, Brighton 7 New 
Boysen, WILLiAm JaMEs, om lew Park June ¥ & 7 omy 
Besse Suse ae Hensert, Iron Merchants’ Manager J' 

‘ack friars rd 


Brosnan, oe Léncoln’s inn fields, Fruit Salesman June 12 Lewis, 
Buvsa, Wi ret dance, Birmingham, Lodging Houses Proprietor May 17 Mill- 
Buearns, Tuomas 1LL1amM, Gt Malvern, Fishmonger bes 30 Whatley & Isaac, Gt 


Carnineton, Many Rosamonp, 

CuamBers, Jons Epuuxp Rustin Pill Oxford Ju Pn) 30 me Shipton & oe, Chesterfield - 
Cots, Tuomas Joux, Pecthim June 24 

Co.tins, Seciva, Ryde, Isle of Wight June 6 Vinowt Bete 

Conver, Henry, St Pancras a Hy Bush in 

Cuourros. Epwiy, Ashton under Shest Metal Worker June18 El on, Ashton 


er 

Day, Mania, Holborn June5 AF &R W Tweedie, Lincoln’sinn fields 
Deaxis, Farpsrick, Sheffield, Licensed Viciualler ~~ 10 Rs & Son, Sheffie'd 
Denxe, WILtiam, Bioomabury, Coffes house Keeper June 2) Maskell & Go, John st, 


row 
Do: , THOMAS, Furniture Dealer J Borrie, Se ee 
Banvattsy, Wiss W } June 21 _Eilesin & Pali, Coleman 
v I aM 8 
on LL . po pH ae Asylum, Mains, India 


Fut, on: Haie, Knelis, or Carlisle ye 11 Fell, Shaviegton Granga, or Marke 


Pewee, 5 ey, Crickle June? Stephen & Bush In 

preneee, ry re try, Metal Mercoat June 10 om. Green rd 
AYES, 

—— ia aera Ses 12 Bartle Laverp 201 
AYES, Rag, une 


Hituiagp, Rev Joux Epw. June? Dale Oorahil 
= Witiiam Truouam Kotienham, Merchant June 20 Austin, Oli Ser 


eant’s inn, Ghenoury Je 
PRR oy ogra ag ag a 
cores, Faroanicx Wise” Wimbledon ae ance 31 Hubbard & Oo, 


Hovowror, aunaman, Lower Kennington In June 2é Grenside, Great Georgeat, West- 
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Kzex, Jui, Croydon June8 Smythe & Brettell, Basinghall st 


Kine, W1114m, Chiswick June10 Turner, Fore st 
Lever ~ rman —_ a eomoll, June 9 
Line, Frepentc, Bl 

, Sir Witt ern ny Dulwich July1 Me’ 
Oxo» Rop, Betsy, Atherton, Lancs June 3 Marsh & Co, 


Matruzws, THomas, Newport. I of W, Postiog Master June 21 Bailey, jun, Newport | 
REDERICK, South Norwood June 24 Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 
Nicuo.s, ADOLPHUS FREDERICK. Baraosbury June1l7 Neish & eae Watling ny 


Micuz11, * 


Pret, THomas, Bursco’ June 19 Freeman, Or 


Prevost, Ropert Heyry, Leyton May 31 Gibbs & Go, Eastcheap 

Rees, Janz, Aberystwyth June 2! Hughes & Hughes, Aberystwyth 

Roserts, ExizapetH, Southport May17 Buck & Jo, Southport 

Laces & Co, Liverpool 

Row anos, Ev1zaBern, Croespenmaia, Mon June 10 Edwards, Newport, Mon 
Snort, Farpenicx, Osbournby, Linca June5 Sturton, Holbeach 


Rosests, kicnarp, Southport, Merchant June 9 


Sipps, Witiiam Ex.iort, Penrith, Farmer May 31 Scott 


Siater, Cuaries, Huddersfield, Mechanic 





Tompxins, Tuomas, Hagley, 


Tourxsutt, Wit1 


upon Tweed 


Waite, Faaxcis Syuoxs, Westgate ter, Relcliffasq Junse2i Matthews, Portemouth 


Wickuam, a Caries, Compton, nr Winchester July 
c 


ommett & Son, Gresham st 
Parmer Ju'y1 Cross & Co, Halesworth 
Diarmid a Newman’s ct, Cornhill 


& Allan, Penr 
May 30 Wilmburat & —— Hudderteld 
Srzaxman, THomAs, Faulkboura, Hesex, Farm:r June 13 Stevens & Co, Whi 


Taytor, Partie Wittiams, Merryfield Stoke Lacy, Hereford 
Gerri nueets BOGS ouie, Gua on | 
‘OTHILL, Ricuarp, m June 12 on, m &q, =f | 

—- Northumberland, Farm Labourer June 2 Jacksox, Many Ax Axx Bas 


Morpeth 
TvuRNBULL, Jonny, Morpeth, Grocer’s Assistant June2 Brett, Morpeth 
TweeEp, WatteR, Epping, Bank Manager June10 Trotter, Epping 
Wanzres, Hevay, Southampton, Painter Jane7 Fowler, Southampton 
Wauirxa, Euizasern, Berwick upon Tweed June3 Sanderson & 


Curr, 


Day, Henry, Torq 


Docxeay, WILLIAM 
Dopp, ARTHUR A gy 


Hepces, Euma, St 





Hiyuenrs, Witi1am, Pend! 


Ma bridge 30 Allen, a | Hopper, Joseru, 


Brett, 


- Berwick 
Mascuayt, Sanu, F 


1 Warner & Kirby, Win- | 


James Hewney, 
June 12 Foyeter & Co. 
Dansy. Ricwarp, Snainton, Yorks July Whitehead, Pi 
uay, Wine Merchant” ee 14 Liadop, T 
Diss, Louisa Janz ee os June 14 "ten & 0b, King a nd Cheapside 


‘Stretford, 
Manchester 

Eve, —— Wandsworth Common, Barrister’s Clerk May 31 

Everitt, Frang, Worcester, Auctioneer June 25 Hulme, 

F.iercses, Toomas Gernarp, Hampstead June 16 Huzgill, Cannon 

a > = aa Epwarp James, Hankow, Chins June 15 Smith & Burrall, 

Hanson. Jom, “Huddersfield Janel) Pi 

Haxcovat, GzoncE agg ee os 
une 

Hicxrxsortom, Jeremian, Dudley May 30 


Hooxey, Witu1am, and Ann 
Bons, Ne 


4: 
| Moy, Cuaries, Wood Green June 24 


 aegpeiaatalacpaliemaias. 


Engineer May 31 


Lancs, Merchant June 18 Lumber, 


Pheasant, Duke st, 
Weeeies 


a, Arnold & Son, Birminghag 
u2ze 0, 
Rawlinson, New Broad st ~ 


dley 
Lancs June 13 gy & Oo 
ooxer, Atherfeld, Tot W, Blackamith June 14 Eldridge 


orth Covten, ae June 21 Wooler & Wooler, sone 
Howakgp, Mary Janz, Falham P June % Howlett & Clarke Brighton 
TE, How, Yorks June 18 


Keuty, Patrick -- aa Sunderland, Builder June 10 ae & Wi 
LacHuan, Marcaret Ann, a. Court 

ton & Co, New ct, Lincoln’s 
| Law, Manta, Buxton June 10 
Locxwoop, James Henry, Almondbur: 
‘ordcome, Kent 
Mocu, Moise, Southampton row, 


Jackson & 


mans, 


Wd & Oo ddersfield June 9 Sykes, B Huddersfield 
or Hu une wu 

une 15 Pearless & Sons, Eas 

Merchant June 13 Buxton rs —. ‘Sackville a, 


Edmunds & Rutherford, Gt Winchester st 


og me 10 Pembes 


Wiciiass ater Harriogton gdns, South Kensiagton June Rom:>r, Bucklersbury | Parkin, JANE, Gorton, nr Manchester June 12 Barber, Ashton under Lyne 


Wititamsoy, Epwin, Brimington, Derby July 12 Wuliamson, Old Whittington, Derby 
Woopsvers, Gronce Buresss ye Barton upon Irwell, nr Manchester, Barris:er 


atLaw June 10 Higson & Son, Manche:ter 


London Gasette.—Tugspay, May 13. 


Bastiman, James, Scirborough, Builier June 14 W & WS Drawbridge, Scarborough 
t & Co, Lincoln’sinn fields 
yer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 


Boorr, Witttam, Weybrid-e, Silversmith June 18 Wri 

Brom.ey, Epwarp, Bedford row, Solicitor a 24 Col 
Burke, Mary Axs, Richmond Jane 16 Smith & Burrell, 
Crakk, Exizasers, Brighton June24 Moggri 
Cox, Rev Sir Groncr 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, May 9, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Banzsert, iu, Bans‘ead, Suriey High Court Pet 
May5 Ord Ma 

Beene JAMES, Barnsley, Cab Proprietor Barnsley Pet 
May6é Ord May 6 


idze, John "at, Bedford ro 
m114M, Deal June10 Wooi & Co, ‘Ray mond ‘bidgs, Gray’s inn 





Boruanxp, James Dacoatt, Mew = % nr Northwich, 
@rocer Crewe Pet May7 Ord May7 

Bureorss, Hesey Wiii14M, Thame, Oxford, Tobacconist 
aylesbury Pet May 6 Ord way 6 

CorpwELt CHABLEs Maz, Catford, Blacksmith Croydon | 
Pet April 16 Ord May 6 

Corrritt, Marrsa, and Joux Oamerop — Bolton, | 
Machinists Boiton Pet May6é Ord Ma 

Corrritt, Mantua, Sharples, nr Bolton aia Pet | 
April 23 Ord May 7 Note—The Court has ordered | 
that all proceedings in this matter be consolidated | 
with the above matter of Martha Cottrill and Joha | 


O«merod 
Cox, ee Sutton, Surrey, feedeman Croydon Pet 
pril 2 Ord April 23 
Curae, Wiutam Hersey, — Highway, Builder 
Edmonton Pet May 3 Ord May 
Bore, Se ~~ oe Bristol, Bultder Bristol Pet May 


DaixkwatTer, | Leicester, Boot Factor Leicester 
Pet May5 Ord May 6 

Epwarps, Cuaries Epwis, Leicester sq, — Ha’l 
Artiste High Court Pet May 5 Ord May 

eer a Linesin, Builder Lincoln a May 6 

ay 
Graz, Cuaries Ricuarp, Redhill, poate Traveller 
don Pet April 10 Ord april 29 

Groves, Epwarp Joux, + Tm Bristol, Builder 
Bristol Pet May6 Ord May 

Gvest, Hasey Beavcuame, | 5 Architect Glou- 
cester Pet May5 Ord May 6 

Haxzpuax, Evuvuxv, Bradford, Maker up Bradford Pet 
May7 Ord May7 

Hagas wort, 1 James, Bedford, Cabinet Moker 
Bedford Pet aAprilis Ord May7 

seit, Labourer 


Hucxsterr, At.razy Lov, 
Rochester Pet May 3 hilt igh % 
a 5 brixton hili Court Pet April 21 
7 
Mavons, Janse, Leods, Cabinet Maker Leeds Pet May 
may 
ar | a Northwich, Saddler C:ewe Pet May 
7 
Merasxis, Tnouas, Bolsover Derby, Conteactor Chester- 
fiela Fet April 12 Ord’ May 2 
Mzzzy, Evwasp Bexro Dvucxwortu, West Kilburn, 
Csetk High Court PetMay6 Ord May 6 
Moozr, Exxxet, Streatham, Merchant 
Court Pet April 14 Ord May 7 
Pass AH, Vic-oria st, Westminster hCourt Pet 
ae GA ‘Ord Map 7” Hig e | 
Parsxit, ome paca, Cardiff, Dresemaker Cardiff 


Pea 2 es 
Pocosz, BM, Falham Park rd High Court Pet April 22 





Porray Bors, Bradford, Butcher Bradford Pet May 6 


Repman, W1LL1am, Hornsea 


WHITE, ALEB. Bradford, 








j Grom. Tuomas jovus. Tévetgos) Window Blind Maker 


ol Pet May 5 May 5 
Rosen LORA SIDNEY, stains 
mingha’ m Pet May 6é 7 
Eiczarps, Wittiam Tomas, 
High Court Pet April 8 Ord May 7 
Rozzerts, J OC, Thornton Heath, Builder Croydon Pet 
March 17 Ord May 6 


Scarrott, SypNEy ym Portsmouth Portsmouth 
Pet Mav3 Ord Ma 

Ce aes 8, » later Leeds Pet May 6 O:d 

8uira, hase Burnley Burnley Pet May6 Ord May 

STEwakt, Freperick CHARLES, ToT} Yorks, Flomber 
a ee Pet May6 Ord M 

hae thes , Putney Wandeworth” Pet April 14 Ord 


| Suppasy, JAmzs Parrotr, Kingston upon Hall, Butcher 
Kingston upon Hult Pet May6 Ord May 6 
Tuomrson, Georce, Cardiff, Iron Founder Cardiff Pet 
May6 Ord May 6 
Tommy, JonaTHay, Wem, Builder Shrewsbury Pet May 7 
7 


, Tobacconist Bir- 


Ord May 
| i geome Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet May 7 


Wasa Pemeens, Mixenden, ” Halifax, Engineer 
Halifax Pet April10 Ord May 
Warxiys, Wittiam, Bradford , am Bradford Pet 
May6 Ord Msy6 
Wratr, Tuomas Henry, and Tuomas arg mag Upper 
a Grocers High Court Pet May 6 Ord 
76 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baryett, Heeseat, Banstead, Surrey May 21 at 230 
Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Bar7on, Feancis Hesry, Tottenham, La Manager 
May 16 at 1139 Off Ree, ot 95, Temple chmbrs, 


av 
ne Apranam, Leigh, Lancs, Draper May 16 at 


8 Exchange alton ot 
emia a -- Last Manufacturer 
May 16 at 11.80 Off Ree, 2 22, Perk row, Leeds 


Bromptoxs, Bazan Ans, Redcar, Yorks, Fancy Dealer 

May 23 at 12.30 Off hee, 8, Aibert road, Middlesbrough 

Currcnen, Wiui1am Hewry, Enfield way, 

May i6at12 Off Rec, 96, T empl cis, Tem; 
a 


Cross, Wattzs, W 
May 16 at 11.15 The 

Doo, ives, Sati Tushingham, Cheshire May 16 at 2.30 Royal 

Epwaxrps, Cnamase Epwix, Leicester sq, Music Hall 
Artiste May 2i at 12 Bankruptcy st 

Exson. Pex Leicester, Innkeeper y 16 at 12,30 
Off Re Berridge et, Leicester 

Evenson, La Cardiff. Corn Merchant May 21 at 11 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Hazt, Wittiam Hexny, Willenhall, Staffs, Carpente: 
May 16 at 11 Off Ree, Wolverhampton 

| Hucxstevr, Atyaev Lovis, Rochester, Kent, Labourer 
May 2% at 12 115, High st, Bochester 

Joxzs, Giteert ae Croydon, arts nag . ee 

, mon ae 100 24, Railway app, London B 2 

owns, Joun Bexs Lisadewibrel, Cardig “4, y 
7 at Off Hee, 4, Q Geren ok, Cnmmantbes 


Builder 
poe A 


Pret, Wary Resecoa, Theadle, Chester June 24 Slater 
PxItiipson, MicHAEL, Craven ter, Hyde pk, Decorator = 16 
Puipps, GzorGEe BouTox, Barnsbury 
Prestox, Tuomas, Camberwell ‘Jat ane20 Baker & 


&caLemmes, Menry Ferpinanp Avaustvus, on June 17 Coskburn, Brighton 
Tapson, ELLEN CaTuerine, South Cross, Clem: 

Wa tus, Tuomas, Witchford I of Ely, Cambridge, Horse Dealer Tune 12 Hall, Ely 
Tinner July1 Gaunt & Co, Bradford 

"Richmond Wi.uiamsoy, Fespericx Avausrvs, Stanhope gdos, South Kensington June 10 Young 


& Uo, Ess2x st. Strand 
Wooo, Fraxcis, Shea 4d June 3) Irons, Sheffield 





Co, mnotete 

1, Cannon st 
July 1 Savery & Stevens, Fos urch st 
Nairne, Crosby sq 

June 1 


Hampstead Junel5 Paice & Clement’s ion 


Liewetien, Atbert Howarp, HM Prison, Kingston upon 
Hull, dler May léatll Of Rec, Trinity tas 


In, Hull 

Mappzx, James, Leeds, Cabinet Maker May 16 atll Of 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Parsevi, Lavra Louisa, —_—o Dressmaker May 21 at 
11.30 117, St Mary at, Cardi: 

~~ Seam. Bradford, =. May 16 at 11.3) Of 

{, Manor row, Bradford 

come pee Chingford, Essex, Builder May 16 at li 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Rosrnson, Frans, and George Asert Rosiyson, North- 
wich, Pamters May 16 at2 Royal Hotel, Crewe 

ScagrorT, Sypney Expainsrong, Stamshaw, Portsmouth 
May 16at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Porte 


mouth 

SucpEn Saepem. Farnhill, nr Kildwick, je May 16 
at 11 ff Rec, 81, Manor row, Bradford 

wows Gono, ani, wa and Brass Founder May 

at 12 117, St Mary st, C 

me, Grorce Epwasp, Hockate, Farmer May 16s 
12 Tow: » Rochdale 

WEAaTHERALL, Ricnarp, Durham, Grocer May 16 at 3 
Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Wip, Jamzs, and Hargiet Jounson, Rochdale, Bleachers 
May 16 at 1115 Townhall, 

Woop, Ym Derby May ie at 11 Off Rec, 47, Fall 


st, y 
Wratr, Tuomas Hewyry, and Txaomas Hovspey, thee 
Sydenham, Grocers May 2l1at12 Bankruptcy 
Carey st 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 6: 


Buscemem, Georer Heney, Romsarhs Artist May 16at 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 


ADJUDICATIONS, 
Aerusy, Pa Puiuir, as, Biagio. 3 Yorks, Ironmonger Bradford 
. coon Ne AA Surrey High Court Pe 


rd May 6 
Banton, Franow Henry, Tottenham, Laundry Manage 
Edmonton 


** March7 Ord May 8 
-— eae Be y Park, ma Glass Merchant 


Geb pk. 
—— ag tos Jans Bar Basniey, Onb 


Bazyagtt, 
May 65 


~-b ty Barnsley Pe 


ra», Janus Digan Weeveshem, nr Northwich, 
Grocer Orewe Pet Mgy 7 Ord May 7 

Cox, Hzyry, Sutton, Surrey, Seedaman Croydon Peé 
Ord & 2 Ma 


y5 
Domewsean, Dawigt, Leicester, Boot Factor Leicester 
Pet Ord May 6 
Fierongr, Hxxvert Senior, Hockley, Lace 
Ww No Ord As ate Pet May 6 
nem Bensamim, Lincoln, B Builder Liacoln Pet Mey6 
yoomes, < Som, Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet April22 Ont 
ben, Bposane, Bol Redhill, Commercial Traveller, 


cd May 6 
REAUOMAM? Shrewsbury, Archited 
Ov "Gtlvucester ‘Pet May Ord May Se” 


a 





May 17, 190%, 


ok eat otetetabcdntrismicestenctcssisr of BAB ch we of ve ct vevtee \\ 


TT eee ae 















Brighton 


2nt’s inn 
all, Ely 


10 Young 


geton upon 
ity House 


atll Of 
May 21 at 
{1.89 Off 
r 16 at 


on, North- 
Crewe 


ortsm suth 
| st, Porte 


5 May 16 
ander May 
May 16 at 
y 16 at 8 
Bleachers 
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Haan, Epuunp, oe, Maker up Bradford Pet 
May? Ord May 7 
Bisasyonte, yoy JAMES, poaiet, Cabinet Maker 
Bedford ‘Pet April18 Ord May 7 
, Labourer Rochester 


BvcksTEPP. Pa. Louis, 
be ove -_ Pianoforte Dealer High 
ent, FREDERIC ‘or’ er 

Burnt Pet March 4 Ord May 8 

Isaacs, Jo ‘eo ) Victualler High Court 
Pet A 

Joxzs, GILBERT neo ly Croydon, Provision Merchant 
Qrosdon Pet March 27 Ord April 28 

Kesey, Witt14M Lions. FitzczRap, Stockton Warwick 

Kea Feb 1. Ord May 6 

Maceuy, CatHanive Ann, Jewin cres, Blouse > oad 
turer High Court Pet April23 Ord May 

asees, Janes, Leeds, Cabinet Maker fen hy Pet May 
5 v5 

Messy, Eowarp Bexso Ducxworts, West Kilburn, 
Clerk Court Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

Moont, Hexny Tuomas Georce, ian, 
Laton Pet April 29 Ord May 

Pact, Rosert, Penge, Builder Groydon Pet March 26 


Porn, Bowis, Bradford, Butcher Bradford Pet May 6 

Ord May 

Town, we Hammersmith High Court Pet April3 | 
7 


Warehousem an 





Qunm, Tuouas JOSEPH, = ee Blind Maker | 
Liverp Pet 


ool t May 5 Ord May6& 


Busrorp, Eavest Exocu, Camberwell, Vinegar Merchant 
Court Pet 9 Ord May 9 
Canes Joszrz, Phew ae on t, Glass Dealer 
ILLIAM, © 


Cossins, 2, Chase, ” aaa Stable 
Crewe Pot May 9 


r 
Cross, Henry OieTiccon, Mignon Birminghasn, choot 
master — Pet Mays Ord 
Gamsies. Hezsert, Broadwater, 7 Fruit Grower 
ton Pet April 22 Ord May 8 
EORGE yey Charing mean 28, Licensed Vic- 
aller Court Pet Aprilli Ord May 9 
rs a. Burnley, Canvasser Burnley Pet May 
Hewitt, | Leicester Leicester Pet May 10 
Ord May 10 


Hopasoy, Tam Hewry, Radcliffe, Lanes Bolton Pet 
May8 Ord May8 

a Racu#EL, Seater Leicester Pet May10 Ord 

Mouser, Joux, Gt Grimsby Gi Grimsby Pet May 9 
Ord May 9 


ay 
Hucues, Davip, Aberdare, Fruiterer Aberdare Pet May 
10 Ord May 10 


Gipss, 


sy 1 
| Bunt, W, E'gin av, Maida Te Manager High 


Court Pet Jan 18 Ord 
_Tooge, M M, pet st, Hotel Manager High Court Pet 


May 9 
: , Architect High Court 
¥ 


Russom, Fiona ay, ~~ “e Tobacconiat Bir- | Ouprorp, Wii.1am, Thornhill Leo Dewsbury, Plumber 


mingham Pet May6 Ord May 


ScaRnoTT, Be, ELPHINSTONE, + Portsmouth | | Cmmenee Ricuarp, W 


tun, 0 a, 
ARLES, 
High Court Pet Ay Apel 10 
SHEVILL, ag am, Leeds, Slate: 
6 


furs, Jonny, Burnley Burnley Pet May@ Ord May6é 
Pet Mayé6 Ord May 6 


age | ct, ang Garden | | oe WitttuaMm CHarces Cusyincsam, 
c 


Loe Pet May 6 Ord | 

| 

SrewanT, FRepERicK Cuintes, Melton, Yorks, Plumber | Ricuanpeom Tuomas ARCHER 
Scarborough Kiogs' 


( 
fuppany, James Parrorr ory upon Hull, Butcher | 
Kingston Pet Ord May 6 


upon Hull 
oem. 2 Joun, Nottingham Mevcttinghasn Tet April 11 
6 


Tuoursoy. Gronce. Cardiff, Iron Founder Cardiff Pet 
Mayé Ord May 6 

Toaver, HeNny Ceseun, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
May7 Ord May7 

Warsiss, Wittiam, pe, Merchant Bradford Pet 
May 6 Ord Ma: 

Was, Esenezer “Coonrmars Cae, Auctioneer 
Gioydon Pet March 21 Ord May 6 

Wrart, Taomas Henny, and Tuomas Hovspen, U; 

_. Grocers High Court Pet May 6 Ord 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Hustizy, James, Blackpool Preston Adjud Oct 16, 1897 
Annul April 8, 1902 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asporr, Ceci, Hartiey, West bo ar Linen Draper 
High Court Pet May8 Ord May8 

ewcastle oa tyme, Joiner New- 

erstle on Tyne Pet May 9 Ord May 

Bupry, Roszrt, Tombland, Norwich, 
wich Pet May10 Ord May 10 

UGH, WILLIAM seneee, York, Fruiterer York 

Pet May 9 Ord May9 


a Nor- 





Dewsbury Pet Msy10 Ord 
tanen, Licensed Victualler 
sby Pet April 2¢ Ord May 5 
James Jouy 
FADYEN, and James Park, Lime st, West India 
Merchants ‘High Court Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
| Powz.t. Toomas ‘andefaelog Tre , Farmer 
r Tydfil Pet May i0 Ord May 10 
Kingston upon Hull, Builder 
8. Frey se, Aston, Bi ; Ord i me iogh: 
ANDI A JANE, irmingham ingham 
Pet 156 Ord May 
fuiTH, — Davis Folksetone, Wine Merchant South- 
T. L re Atay Hanley, Auctioneer Hanl Pet 
'AYLOR, Louis ALA, ey 
April18 Ord May 


| Trick, J, Le i. Builder h Court Pet Feb14 
arg ts yton, , Hig’ 


Waite, ~All Coneen, Zania, Cloth Merchant Leeds 
Pet May7 Ord May7 

Weaeee, by aiagiest, Exsex Edmonton 

‘et 

Waicut, Epwix, jun, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet May 

5 om May 6 a 
ILLIAM Shepherd’s Bush, Builder 

Court Pet May 1 10 Ord May 10 

Wrmer, Recisatp G _— y HighCourt Pet 
Feb 12 Ord May 


OHN 

28 
Wvert, 

High 


alll MEETINGS, 

ABBOTT bo pee Harriey, West Hampstead, Linen Draper 
May 22 at230 Bankruptcy ng Carey at 

Es. Witu1am Roseart, Fruiterer May 23 

an, Ee Se es ie, Dacre York 


t 
Beaktaytes 
Beakrapty Bdge, Cary lay 28 at 12.30 
Re aa Victote me Line -¥ 





Craniper, WILLIAM — Bradwell, Licensed 
se” May 21 at Off Rec, Bridge st, North- 
am| 























FOR 


“ Chute’’ Fire Escapes, from 
Hydrant Systems, from ~ 


SPECIAL SPRINKLERS 





MERRYWEATHERS’ 


COMBINATION OF APPARATUS FOR 


FIRE PROTECTION, 
ELECTRIC LIGHTING, 
and WATER SUPPLY. 


Three purposes provided for at One Minimum Cost. 
Experienced Engineers sent to Survey at at Mansions, Estates, and Villages. 


MERRYWEATHERS’ PORTABLE FIRE APPARATUS 
INDOOR PROTECTION. 


“London Brigade”’ Hand Fire Pump - 
(With which one person can attack a fire unaided, and by which three-fourths of 
the fires in London are put out every year.) 


Pressure Augmentors for High Buildings where water 
service is at low pressure. 

FOR Lier 
Write for Pamphlets, post-free 


MERRYWEATHERS, 63, Long Acre, W.C., LONDON. 


£5 5 0 
- - £5 0 0 
- - £30 0 0 


SHAFTS. 
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Coxnotty, Epwarp ey 


pont Wine Mercha:t 
May 8 at3 Off Re Liverpool 

Cox, Hever, Sutton, Sexdsman May St at 13.50 24, Rail- 
wey sap, Lontee. Bridge 

Dave, mason, Uttoxeter, Stockman May 79 at 10.3) 

ee 


pos Boot Factor May 26 at 
tn nunnet, Worthing, Fra Grower May 21 at 12 
Of Bas a Pav 


Gear, CHARLES Serenade Traveller 
May Ql at 1li3u 2, way app, London Bridge 

GoopaLy, WALTER, ar Butcher 
23at1030 Royal 

— ALFRED, 





Heath, Worcest tag 
ye -— 1... 


, Bradford, Maker up May 23 at 11.80 
Off Rec, 31, , Manor row, Bradford 
Harmsworts, "WALTER JaMEs, a Cabinet sine 
May 21 at 12,30 Off st, Ni 
Hawortn, Richarp Nimrop, Gray’s 3 pl. Gray's ‘ inn, 
28 at 12 3, Carey st 
Hockie, ayy te yy -) a 26 at 8 
> JAMES Le Radcliffe, Lancs “ay 22 at 11 


AgTaur Txomas, 
man May 23 at 12 


Hap.ey. 


Harpmay, —— 


neuen win Mon, Grocer Aad 2t 

at ll eigate anti, Nev por 

Lituey, ane ie Mak Geller May 
22at11 174, Vorporation st, 


lnm, a s Kentsh fown rd, ee Manager 
tS i ukruptey 
y, 22at3 Off Res, 95, 


CKWORTH, West am, Clerk 


Mansa, Enea, Ey 
Merry, fa yoo 


May 22at12 136, High Merthyr T a 
monger at st, yr Ty 
Moors, Mzenry THomas Gores, Luton, Warehouseman 
one eae ee a ls a 
KLESHAW: 5 
Westminster, estminster, Solicitor May 23 at 2.30 — B3 
nee Wancan, Thornhill Lees, or My Piumber 
Ma 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, B 
Park, t. Caries Soommmatee, < James - Mac- 
FADYEN, and James Park, Lime 


Merchants 26 at bidgs, Carey st 
Parker, MauD fh ETH “Horus, and Tuonesce Mazpiox 
Panxez, Bournemouth, B. Keepers May 
21 at 12. The Grand Hotel, Bous 
Parvati, A H, Victoria st, Westminster May 23 at 11 


P. , RicHaRD 
wi Traveller May May 28 at 11 yy 


ham 
Pocess, 1 Mi, Feiham Buck of May 23 at 12 Bankruptcy 
Prorsenos, Henry, Aberdare, Tailor May Qiat2 135, 


Qurxx, Le = ot tee, Vik hing A Bliod Maker 
May 28 Cy ictoria a ae 
Hammersmith, 


—— WiLtiax 
Hankraper sg, Carr 


Victualler k.. atll 
Sars, Hazey, Small Heath, 
Tuomas Commins, Ryde, I of W, Coal 


22 at 12 X, #4, 
Dp, ALFRED 
Merchant May 26 at 230 19, Quay st, Newport, 


Iof W 
Suzvitt, Wittiam, Leeds, Slater May 2 atil Off Rec 


row, 
a Janes Parno Hull, Butcher 
at il Of mc, Triahty House lo, Et 
May 27 





Barat, Auctioneer 
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Goopen iy Tals Crewe, Butcher Crewe Pet April 17 


ae... Epon, — Publican 
Pet March 3 Ord M s — 
Hanzpy, ~ Pe ohn Dover, Solicitor Oanterbury 


-q 4d RT, Burnley, Lanes asser Burnie 
PetMay9 Ord May 9 _— . 
—-\ a Tomas, Leicester Leicester Pet May 10 


Hockise, ie Leicester, Wine Merchant Leicester 

Pet April 18 Ord May 10 

Hopesox, James Hzexny, Radcliffe, Lancs Bolton Pet 
May8 Ord May8 


—— Bacz&1, 5 Leicester Pet May 10 Ord 
=— Joux, Gt Grimsby GtGrimsby Pet May9 Ord 
Huems, pom, Aberdare, Fruiterer Aberdare Pet 


May 10 
Jenni, dan, Forty Glam, Draper Pontypridd Pet 
hos Witu1aM, Thornhill hill Lees, nr Bouma, Plumber 
Pet May10 Ord May 1 
‘Otiven, Tuomas Franc, Lein e, Hereford, Grocer 
Leominster Pet ‘Avril 17 Lt 
Ossoury, Ricuarp, W: Licensed Victualler 
Gt Grimsby Pet April 24 Ord 
a Lavpa Ty Cardiff, _ Cardiff 
voters Says 
OWELL, THOMAS, , Brecon, Farmer 
Merthyr Tydil PetMayi0 Ord Mayi0 
ProTHeRoz, Henry, te, Tailor Aberdare Pet 
24 Orda May 9 
Ricuagpson, Tuomas ‘Sacuza, Kingston upon i Builder 
re upon Hull Pet May's Ord May 


ERICK A and Par.ip + Sve de TayLor, 


‘Blemingham. Ps Fe gery Manufacturers Birmingham 


Suita, Jony Daves, (i Wine Merchant South- 
ampton Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
VenrTromite. Cuarzes iV, _ Ship Chandler Cardiff 
Pet April 23 Ord May 
ig le ‘donaty Chapeltown, Leeds, Cloth 
t Pet May 7 pags? = Ad 
Misenize, Halifax, Engineer 
Pet A 10 Ord May 9 
Wiursoy, Cuasizs Freperick, ora mine’ , ae New- 
castieon Tyne Pet April7 Ord M 
—. jun, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet May 5 


a4 Bush, Builder High 


Wats 4 


Wvert, Wasus Heyny, 8 
Court Pet Mayi10 Ord 


= tose thts 
the London Gazette of May 9: 
Tvunxzr, Cooper, Sheffield, Gr 
a Mey " Ry » Grocer Sheffield Pet May 7 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Cuantzes E, Gerrard’s Cross, Buckingham 
Adjud March 19,1897 Annul Pete 25° 1902 
ORDER RESCINDING 1 _aamaatal OF 
ADJUDICATION. 


Lorex, Wit14™ Lowsox, Kingston upon H 
Kingston upon Aull "Annul Feb i ‘1902 


18, 1902 
CQ BtBkt -PACIFIC 
PLEASURE CRUISES 
By the magnificent twin-screw stcamehip 
“ ORTONA,” 
7,945 tons register, 10,000-horse power. 
From London 
For NORWAY FIORDS, NORTH CAPE, 
and SPITZBERGEN (for MIDNIGHT 8UN), 
2ad July to 26th July, 
For COPENHAGEN, WISBY, STOCKHOLM, 8T. 
PETERSBURG (for MOSCOW), LUBECK, &e, 
Ist August to 29th August. 


Moozz, 
Ww 


Chemist 
esc Apiil 








LINE 


Managers : 
F, GREEN & ©O.; ANDEKION, ANDERSON, & CO. 
Head Office: FENCHURCH AVENUE. 
For PASSAGE apply to the latter Firm, at 5, Fex- 


cuuncn-avexve. Loxpox, E.C ; or to West End B b 
Office, 16, Cocxsrun-stzecr, 6. W, _ 





Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL iysvrayce company 
toarzp, FIRE, 
onary 1902, 
» 22, ne eh, 8.W., and 4%, 
Toy Puid-ap, £300,000. 
2. COZENS SMITH, General Manager. 


ESYPTIAN HALL (England's Home of 


O14 
Bubscribed 
T 





Estabiie 
Mr.J.N. aeyypth and he Coneng of Inimitable 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on loos 9 may be Capitalized, 


Cc. H. Aaya t Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries. 





YENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 
No. 26 PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
(Removep rrom 5 WHITEHALL.) 
Established as and further empowered Ld Mpesial Act of 
liament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 1 
Share and ‘iaauen Capital - £619,870. 
Reversions on favourable terms. Loans on 


Purchased 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 





THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(EstasLisHep 18328), 
Purchase Re wamippeny Seton in Real ana Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance "Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. 
The Sotiety has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
80, COLEMAN STREET E.C. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 








CHAIBMAN : 
Sim HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Bazr., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 





Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 
Improve Freehold, Leasehold, or Copyhold Property. 
terest for Loans Beduced to 4 4% per Cent. 
Preference £10 each ; pee Spe Out. 
Deposits received at 3, 3}, and 4 per Cent. 
Prospectus free 


FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 








ESTABLISHED 1851. 
BIRKBECK BANK, 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
CUBRENT ACCOUNTS. 

Oj onthe minimum monthly balances, G 
9 lL when rot drawn below £100. a 
DEPOSIT ACOOUNTS. 
9} 1, on Deposite, repayable on demand. 5] 
2° srooxs AND sHaREs. “2 '° 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
post-free. FRANCIS B/.YENSC ROFT, Manager. 
Telephone No. 6 Housoey. 
Telegrapuc Address: ** Binxseck, Lonpox.” 
BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, éc.,| 


Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W 
WORKS. VAUXHALL. LONDON. 8 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


EPPS’S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


& A IwArs 














Aeiets DASE, «6 3 anh 

r6 replete with modern miracles. 
Reserved and Programme epe 6s. and %. 

beloosyin London, is. Childten under 12 balt-price’ | 


COCOA 





BREAKFAST-SUPPER. 


sara 


LAW STATIONERS. 
PRINTERS. saichorreaaaittans.. 


PA RTRIDGE & 600 


BRIEF BAGS FR IM 
7/6 ERC 
FLEET $78 CHANGE 


Solicitors’ Brief Bags, 
London Made. Best Quality. 


Full particulars on application. 


191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs, 
PLAS-Y N-DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merionethshire, 

Wales. : 
For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Glasses only. 


Shooting—19,000 ae, Fishin®-9 miles Salmon, 
7 miles Trout. 








References— 
Dr. Gro, Savacz, 3, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
uare, London. 
Dr. pian, 84, Gavendish-equare, London, 
For Prospectus, Terms, &c., apply to 
Dr. WALKER, J.-P., 

Dinas Mawddwy. 

Treatment of INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


For ood &e., 
a?’ Hoga, M.B.C.8., &., 
Medical Superintendent, 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOUBNE HOUSE, LEICESTER, 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant : yd SEVESTRE, MA, 
7. ins). Principal : = RILEY, ‘Assoc, Soe. 
Stu ebriety. 
Lean ond Medical 


a Experience. Ex 
ci mslesmes. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 
THE INEBRIATES ACTS. 1879-99, & PRIVATELY. 
BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 


UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMEN1. 


For the Treatment and Care of Gentlemen suffering from 
Inebriety and Abuse of Deeg. Healthy employment and 
recreations : nes. Be try farm, gardening, 
tennis, billiards, &c. Nine acres of Grounds. Electric 
throughout. Terms 1} to 2} Guineas weekly. No Extuss. 

Apply to Rusipent Mepicat SureRinTENDENT. 


PHGNIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 
PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 
ESTABLISHED 1782. 
49, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London, 
Lowest Current Rates. 


Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 

















Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
INSURANCE OFFICE, 

S U N LAW COURTS BRANCH: 

40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C 


Founded 1710. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


_ hum Insured in 1900 Exceeded £450 000,000. 





